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Department of the Interior 
Disclaimer 

The environmental statement on the withdrawal of public land 
for use by the Department of the Air Force, has been cooperatively 
prepared by the Department of the Air Force, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and the Bureau of Land Management. Chapter X, as well as 
data and information relating to Air Force mission objectives and 
continued need for the facility, are included to meet DOD and DOE 
requiremenus. The Bureau of Land Management, and the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, of the Department of the Interior take no 
position in regard to this material. 
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SUMMARY 

Draft ( ) Final (X) Environmental Statement 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management 

1. TYPE OF ACTION: Administrative ( ) Legislative (X) 

2. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF ACTION: The United States Air Force has 
applied for renewal of the 2,945,726 acre Nellis Air Force Range 
withdrawal, in Nevada, for a period of 15 years with an option to 
renew for an additional 10 years. Nellis AFR consists of two 
units - the North Range (1,959,158 acres) and the South Range 
(986,568 acres). The South Range includes 826,000 acres of the 
Desert National Wildlife Range (DNWR), managed by U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Associated with the proposed withdrawal, the 
Air Force plans to increase the electronic warfare threat 
capability in order to meet the training requirements. Fifty- 
three additional electronic warfare sites would be added on the 
North Range. 

A maintenance personnel complex would be built to provide for 
equipment repair, housing and administration requirements. About 
315 miles of existing roads on both ranges would be repaired to 
provide access to the existing targets and approximately 60 miles 
of new roads would be built to the proposed electronic warfare 
sites. If the withdrawal is granted, the Air Force would continue 
Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) with the Department of Interior 
(DOI ) and other Federal/State agencies for the management of 
natural resources. Future utilization of the Range by the 
Departaent of Energy (DOE), specifically Pahute Mesa, Tonopah Test 
Range (TTR), and possibly Yucca Mountain, must be authorized 
either by a withdrawal as specified in Section 204 of the Federal 
Land Policy Management Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-579) or MOU's. 

3. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: Major impacts of the pro¬ 
posed action include: 

Continued restrictions of public use and access to about 2,120,000 
acres of public lands and 826,000 acres of wildlife refuge. Among 
the probable uses foregone are recreation, livestock grazing, 
mineral exploration and development and wildlife management on the 
public lands. 

Low overflights and sonic booms detract from wilderness 
experience of a limited number of visitors at DNWR and create an 
annoyance to residents in the area. 

Past activities have resulted in surface disturbance on over 
12,000 acres; an additional 7,600 acres will be disturbed by 
construction and operational activities. This will include soil 
disturbance or loss, vegetation removal and wildlife habitat loss. 
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b. Establish a New Range in Another Area; This alternative 
would require the Air Force to find land space comparable in size 
to the Nellis AF Range. The area would need to have a comparable 
number of visual flight rule days, be free of commercial traffic 
routes, and unpopulated. If the new area were not within com¬ 
muting distance for the aircraft, or close to a military instal¬ 
lation capable of handling the air; traffic, then a new base would 
have to be built. 

The environmental impact on the Nellis AF Range would be as des¬ 
cribed in the no action alternative, except noise and sonic boom 
impacts over the South Range and Desert National Wildlife Range 
would also be removed. Impacts of closing Nellis AFB would be a 
direct loss of 24,855 military and civilian peisonnel and their 
dependents. The direct and indirect population decrease would 
reduce Clark County's population by 13 percent. A dollar flow of 
48.5 million would be lost to the Las Vegas economy per year. 

c. "Reduction in Size1' and "Joint Use", two other possible 
alternatives, were examined. A reduced withdrawal would not serve 
the mission needs ofthe Air Force. Joint use is not viewed as an 
alternative but any such proposals will be carefully considered by 
the Air Force and accommodated to the extent compatible with their 
mission. 

5. COMMENTS HAVE BEEN REQUESTED FROM THE FOLLOWING: 

a. Federal; 

Department of the Interior 

Fish and Wildlife Service 
Geological Survey 
Bureau of Mines 
National Park Service 
Water & Power Resource Service 
Heritage Conservation and Recreation 

Service 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Department of Agriculture 

Forest Service 
Soil Conservation Service 
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Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Environmental Protection Agency 

Department of Transportation 

Federal Aviation Administration 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 

Department of Energy 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

b. State of Nevada 

Clearinghouse 
Bureau of Nines 
Historic Preservation Office 
Fish and Game 

c. Counties: 

Clark 
Nye 
Lincoln 

d. Municipal: 

City of Las Vegas 
City of North Las Vegas 
Town of Tonopah 
Town of Beatty 

for the complete^ist?^ Gr°UpS ' See Chapt« » 

DATE DRAFT STATEMENT MADE AVAILABLE TO EPA AND THE PUBLIC: 

27 July 1979 
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CHAPTER I 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
CONTINUED WITHDRAWAL OF THE NELLIS AIR FORCE RANGE 

PROPOSED ACTION 

The United States Air Force proposes to withdraw 2,945,726 
acres, more or less, of public land in the State of Nevada from 
settlement, sale, location, or entry under the public land laws of 
the United States, including the mining and mineral leasing laws 
and disposal of materials under the Act of July 31, 1947 (30 USC 
6701, et. Seq.) for continued use as the Nellis Air Force Range. 
This withdrawal is proposed pursuant to the Act of 1958, Public 
Law 85-337, known as The Engle Act and Public Law 94-579, The 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). 

Appendix A provides the legal description of the land 
proposed for withdrrwal. Included in the proposal are some minor 
adjustments to the presently established boundaries around the 
southern extension of the Desert National Wildlife Range (DNWR) to 
facilitate Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) management objectives 
for the DNWR. The boundary adjustments would reduce the current 
withdrawals under Executive Order (E.O.) 9019 and Public Law 
(P.L.) 87-310 by approximately 5,600 acres. The proposed renewal 
of withdrawal will be for a period of 15 years with an option to 
renew for ten additional years. The proposal does not include 
public land which has been withdrawn on Nellis AFB, Lake Mead 
Base, or the Nellis Air Force Gunnery Range, because these areas 
are not part of the Range. 

The Nellis AF Range is geographically located northwest of 
Las Vegas, NV, in Clark, Lincoln, and Nye Counties. It is 
bordered by U.S. highways 95 on the south and west, 6 on the north 
side, 25, 91, and 93 on the east side. (See figure 1-1.) 

The Nellis AF Range is the most sophisticated range in the 
Air Force inventory. Although some of the capability or training 
is duplicated at other Air Force ranges, these ranges do not have 
the land space that is required for changing training scenarios. 
Nellis AF Range has the land necessary to prevent stereotype 
training. The climate of southern Nevada is most conducive to 
year-round range operations. 

Purpose of the proposed withdrawal is to continue providing a 
suitable range complex to conduct training, testing and weapons 
evaluation operations for the Air Force, Army, Marine Corps, 
National Guard, Navy, Reserve Forces, DOE, and other Federal 
agencies with defense related programs that require uninhabited 
land to prevent compromising safety and national security. 

1-1 
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HISTORY 

President F.D. Roosevelt established the Desert Game Range in 
1936 by Excutive Order No. 7373 for the protection and 
preservation of the resident populations desert bighorn sheep. On 
October 29, 1940, President Roosevelt by E.O. 8578 established the 
Las Vegas Bombing and Gunnery Range (now called Nellis A? Range). 
Since this date, the range has been the subject of two additional 
E.O.'s, nine Public Land Orders, two Memorandums of Understanding 
(MOU's) and one Public Law. Withdrawn land of Indian Springs 
Auxiliary Airfield (AAF) dates back to November 12, 1942 when 
PLO-58 designated 25,294 acres of public land for military use. 
(Subsequently, more definitive surveys show the actual acreage to 
be 26,622. Only 1,974 acres of PLO-58 was designated as Indian 
Springs AAF land. The balance was included in the Nellis AF Range 
Complex.) Since that time three other PLOs were enacted to 
provide a total of 2,082 acres of public land for Indian Springs 
AAF. 

Table 1-1 provides a brief chronological history of the 
various actions involving the real estate of the Nellis AF Range 
and Indian Springs AAF. 

From the initial date of the Nellis AF Range until 1959, 
co-use was granted to cattlemen and miners. Between 1959 and 
1965, under the authority of the Air Force Real Estate Directive 
592.2, dated September 21, 1954, a total of $708,000 was expended 
in the extinguishment of all grazing and mineral rights within the 
Range except for three patented mining claims that are still under 
lease [1]. The Air Force is currently negotiating the purchase of 
these three mining claims. 

In order to provide for the protection of bighorn sheep and 
wild horses, the Air Force, FWS, and BLM entered into MOUs on June 
1951 and June 1962. Those MOUs have been updated and amended as 
necessary to assure proper management by the respective agencies. 
More detailed discussion on these MOUs will be provided in the 
Interrelationship section (pagel-32) of this chapter. 

Public Land Orders 805, 1382, and 2568 transferred portions 
of the Nellis AF Range to the Atomic Energy Commission (now DOE) 
for the development of the Nevada Test Site (NTS) located between 
the north and south portion of the Nellis AF Range. The Air 
Force, through an MOU, permitted 369,280 acres in November, 1956 
to DOE for utilization as a fully instrumented ballistic test 
range. This area is referred to as the Tonopah Test Range (TTR). 

1-3 
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"A training camp was erected in 1942 at Indian Springs, 
Nevada, to facilitate air-to-air firing training for aircrews. 
Later in 1942, the camp was designated as Indian Springs Army Air 
Field. The airfield has been transferred to many different Air 
Force Commands, but has now been a part of the Tactical Air 
Command since April 1, 1961 and was redesignated as Indian Springs 
Auxiliary Air Field (AAF) on April 1 , 1964 [7].” Indian Springs 
AAF p-ovides support and maintenance for the Nellis AF Range and 
thus, is considered part of the total range complex. 

"In the past, the capability of the United States Air Force 
to accomplish its wartime mission has often been dependent on 
weapon systems that have never been tested and evaluated in an 
operational environment of the type expected when required to 
engage the enemy. Similarly, the aircrews that utilize these 
weapon systems have not, in many cases, received adequate training 
for their employment. This condition has historically caused a 
high loss rate of manpower and equipment during the early days of 
a war. A study made of World War II and the Korean War revealed 
that the first ten combat missions flown by our aircrews were the 
most hazardous. Results of this study were substantiated by our 
experiences in the Vietnam War"[1]. To alleviate this condition, a 
capability must be provided to operationally test and evaluate new 
weapons sytems, and permit aircrew combat training, under 
conditions that simulate, as nearly as possible, an actual enemy 
scenario. This mission has been assigned to the Air Force's 
Tactical Fighter Weapons Center (TFWC) located at Nellis Air Force 
Base in Nevada. The TFWC is the command organization for Nellis 
AFB and functions directly under the Commander, Tactical Air 
Command. Subordinate units of the TFWC which are responsible for 
conducting TFWC range operations are the 57th Tactical Training 
Wing (TTW), the 440th Tactical Fighter Training Group (TFTG), and 
the TFWC Range Group. 

Range maintenance and support for the Department of Energy 
(DOE), formerly Energy Research and Development Administration 
(ERDA), is provided by Indian Springs Auxiliary Air Field (AAF). 
The 57th Combat Support Squadron (CSS) is under the command of the 
57th TTW at Nellis AFB. 

In order to provide a superior defense in both conventional 
and nuclear capability, the Air Force, as the action agency for DOD 
is seeking continued use of these public lands for use as the 
Nellis AF Range. 
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PROCEDURES FOR WITHDRAWAL 

Public Land Order 2613, dated February 16, 1962 extended PLOs 
8578, 9019, 9086, 58, 89, and 168 for a 15 year period and thus 
expired on February 15, 1977. Withdrawal under P.L. 87-310 was 
also a 15 year withdrawal which expired on September 25, 1976 
remainder of the PLOs (712, 4968, and 5300) have no termination 
dates but are subject to review by the Bureau of Land Management 
within 15 years to determine if the Air Force still has a valid 
requirement for the land. Therefore, environmental documentation is 
being provided on the entire range complex for consideration under 
the Act of 1958 (PL 85-337), the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act (FLPMA) of 1976 (PL 94-579), and the National EÍvironmentll 
Policy Act of 1969 as amended (PL 91-190). (See Appendix D). 

ENGLE ACT CONSIDERATIONS 

Passage of the Act of 1958 (PL 85-337) shifted the 
responsibility for defense-related withdrawals from the Executive 
Branch of Government back to Congress. 

The Engle Act requires congressional legislation for 
withdrawals in excess of 5,000 acres. Withdrawals of less than 
5,000 acres will continue to be made by the Executive Branch bv 
enacting PLOs. 1 

FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT 
OF 1976 (FLPMA) CONSIDERATIONS 

i ^ Passage of FLPMA provided procedures for withdrawal of public 
land by the Secretary of the Interior. The Act established new 
procedures for executing land withdrawals for public lands not 
un»_er the DOD jurisdiction and established a segregative period of 
two years, allowing the Secretary of the Interior adequate time to 
evaluate and process the application for withdrawal. Since the 
lands proposed for withdrawal for the Nellis AF Range are under 
the administrative jurisdiction of BLM and FWS, FLPMA procedures 
are being followed to process the land withdrawal. The major 
legislative difference between application of the FLPMA and the 
Engle Act is that under FLPMA, Congress must act to disapprove the 
proposed withdrawal. In the absence of disapproval, the 
withdrawal takes effect. Under the Engle Act, Congress must 

^he w^thdrawal giving use of the land to the DOD. Because 
the DOD is using BLM and FWS lands, both Acts must be considered 
by the Secretary of the Interior and Defense before submittal to 
Congress. 
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NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT CONSIDERATIONS 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (PL 
91-190) insures that the environmental impacts of continued 
withdrawal of land for Nellis AF Range will be addressed. 
Additionally, NEPA requirements support FLPMA requirements in that 
Congress must be provided documentation of the environmental and 
economic impacts; a clear explanation of the proposed use of the 
land; evaluation of the natural resources; possible alternatives; 
and consultation with other Federal, State, and public interest 
groups concerning the withdrawal. 

As discussed previously, several Executive and Public Land 
Orders were granted to the Air Force in establishing the present 
range acreage. This current withdrawal action would consolidate 
the land under one withdrawal legislative action. 

The Air Force will comply with all requirements contained in 
such legislation as Clean Air, Clean Water, Wilderness, Endangered 
Species, Historic Preservation Acts, and so forth, as they apply 
to continued use of the land. 

EXISTING OPERATIONS AND SITE CONDITIONS 
AIR FORCE UTILIZATION OF THE NELLIS AF RANGE 

In order to assure proper training of aircrews and 
operational evaluation of weapons system capability, the TFWC has 
established an array of subranges with target complexes which 
encompass simple air-to-ground supervised (manned) ranges to the 
more complicated tactical air-to-ground and air-to-air ranges. 
Tables 1-2A and 1-2B list the subranges by South Range and North 
Range respectively, their major use, types of target array, 
ordnance types authorized, total acreage, and amount of acreage 
disturbed from bombing and construction activities. 

Figure 1-2 shows the subrange locations within the Range. 
Bombing circles, triangles, simulated runways, and airfields are 
constructed by blading with a bulldozer to scribe the target on 
the land. Convoys, industrial complexes, and aircraft targets are 
constructed with old vehicles, 55 gallon drums, and wood 
constructed aircraft, respectively. Occasionally, 
Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) targets are constructed 
by stacking 55 gallon drums and painting them silver to simulate 
an ICBM site. Anti-aircraft artillery (AAA) and Surface to Air 
Missile (SAM) targets are simulated by using old armament vehicles 
equipped with gun barrels and wood constructed missiles, 
respectively. 
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Electronic warfare sites are mobile vans with antenna mounts. 
Electrical power for the units is provided by diesel generators. 
Electronic warfare equipment is utilized in subrange 76 at Tolicha 
Peak and on the Tonopah Test Range. This equipment provides an 
electronic environment for aircrews and simulates an environment 
typical of that expected in a real enemy target area. The 
environment includes electronic emissions from simulated enemy 
surface-to-air missile, radar, anti-aircraft artillery radars, and 
early-warning and groundbased jamming-type radar units. 

Like the enemy systems, the mobile electronic warfare 
simulators are periodically relocated to prepared sites on the 
Range in order to change scenarios and prevent stereotyped 
training. 

The current and projected Nellis AF Range utilization, by 
aircraft sorties (one take-off and landing equals one sortie), are 
shown in Table 1-3. The 57 TTW at Nellis has an assortment of 
aircraft that are utilized to support various TFWC missions. They 
currently possess 104 aircraft composed of F-4s, F-5s, F-llls, 
A-IOs, F-15s and T-38s. "The 57 TTW flies an average of 15,000 
sorties per year. About 30 percent of these utilize the Nellis AF 
Range, of which approximately 1,400 are flown in support of the 
Red Flag Exercise. An additional 5,700 transient aircraft 
(excluding Red Flag) pass through Nellis annually. Very few of 
the transient aircraft utilize the Nellis AF Range [1]." The 
474th Tactical Fighter Wing (TFW) is a tenant organization at 
Nellis AFB and presently operatesF-4 type aircraft. 

In order to fulfill the TFWC mission of aircrew training and 
equipment evaluations, many training exercises and test 
evaluations such as Red Flag, Alpha Strike, and Air Combat 
Evaluation/Air Intercept Missile Evaluation (ACEVAL/AIMVAL), are 
summarized below for the reader's understanding of the range 
utilization and to establish the point of departure for future 
range development requirements. 

Red Flag exercises are scenarios of real war conditions, in 
which aircraft are confronted with enemy electronic warfare radar, 
various types of missile and anti-aircraft artillery, and 
aggressor aircraft threats. To stage the offensive, various types 
of aircraft support the primary deployed units. A representative 
Red Flag mission is depicted in Figure 1-3. 
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The strike force (Blue Force) is as^irma^ . 
m the North Range. The force consisting of i:> icPe?lflc tar9et 
configured with bombs to destroy tte tarL? Ind 4 
configured to protect th* homhoi-o p ar9et, and 4-8 aircraft 
from Nellis. Shortly after departurp"1 aircraft' departs 
tanker aircraft to perform airProfi,0?f the force rendezvous with 
real war. After refuelina f 109 35 WOUld be re9uired in c 
Weasel aircraft which have'the mislion^f''nrofd 4 to 8 wüd 
from the enemy threat radlr nets!3310" °f protectin9 ^e force 

attacknby iggressor^rcralt'Üho^ttïmnt0^^5 to 
strike force and prevent a successfuf ^t^v^3^ °r delay th® 
strike force must penetrate radarsf¿hfoí k °n tbe tar9et. The 
protect target complex areas = are positioned to 
configured with electroííí 6 su?Port aircraft are 

strike force penetration by counterim^thp^ US6d t0 assist the 
both enroute and in the immédiat tlrgeí arla?^ radar threatS 

Pacifl^Air^rcr^.s^Aifjr1 GUard' Air Force Reserve, 
Command, Military Airlift Commanda1!! FVrope' Strategic Air 

participate in Red Flag oper^tiSns in oíder6^"36 íommand also 
support functions as would íe required In í their 
of a total force strike al^n d.u ! 1 war* Integration 
their equipment capability and helo^rlív3! f°raeS •3 valid review of 
new equipment. ^aDlilty and helps develop design criteria for 

callefAlphTstíuer^hich wa^eltahl^ thr°U9h 3 
training for naval iactical ?îa^Î Ushed to combat 

carriers. Each strike is a íarge-scale^acti^al^ft?vairCraf 
consisting of 30-35 aircraft Aloha qhr-ÍÍ 31 strike operations 
during those periods when fiâht-oíPh -?tr keS are accomplished 

Naval Air Stations while their carriers are Ín^oít?9 ^ ne3rby 

Air Force and Navy^o evalúatertheraeriílC°ndhCted ^ointly bV the 
the F-14 (Navy) and F-15 (Air pírLt ft ca?abilities of 
aggressor aircraft utili^inr, rCe! fl?hter aircraft against F-5 
evaluation is ACEVAL. The AIMVAr^nr^f^1°3, Th^s Portion of the 

that will be used to help select advIííeS ^3 5l0Wn t0 obtain data 
the two aircraft. advanced air-to-air missiles for 

Numerous other DOD units utili7« ^ 
to obtain updated training for thítí 96 °n a routine basis 
their equipment effectiveness aqSiSSt evaluation of 
advance simulated enemy target coSplSx H United statos’ most 

1-16 



Many different types of ordnance are dropped on the Nellis AF 
Range during air-to-ground bombing and gunnery practice missions. 
This ordnance can be put in two categories, live and inert. Live 
ordnance is filled with explosive material and is the same type 
ordnance that would be used in combat. Inert ordnance is shaped 
like live ordnance and is filled with a non-explosive material, 
such as concrete, to give it the same weight and aerodynamic 
characteristics. However, it does contain an explosive spotting 
charge. Inert ordnance has the advantages of lower cost, less 
damage to target areas and reduced range cleanup problems for 
explosive ordance disposal personnel. Nearly all ordnance dropped 
on the Range is accomplished by aircraft operating from Nellis AFB 
and Navy aircraft during their Alpha Strikes. Approximately 3,000 
tons of inert and 700 tons of live ordnance are dropped on the 
range annually. 

In early years of the Nellis AF Range, live ordnance was 
expended against naturally occurring features throughout the area. 
As time progressed targets were constructed; however, once 
destroyed, new targets were built in other locations. Addition¬ 
ally, as aircraft enter the Range with live ordnance, the ordnance 
is armed from the cockpit. Occasionally, due to faulty trigger 
mechanisms, ordnance could be inadvertently dropped during the 
arming process. 

Realizing the safety hazard involved during constructing or 
maintaining targets, the Air Force issued a directive in 1958 to 
remove debris from the target sites. In 1963 the directive was 
expanded and required total range clearance on an annual basis. 
The 1963 directive was revised in 1972 by Air Force Manual 50-46 
(Training-Weapons Ranges) which required range ordnance clearance 
after each test or training period in the area of the target and a 
complete range surface clearance each five years. This change was 
necessary because too much aircrew training time was lost due to 
the range clearance program. Additionally, the size of the Nellis 
AF Range and limited number of ordnance personnel available for 
range clearance prevented full implementation of the 1963 
directive. Nellis AF Range personnel initiated the 1972 
requirements in early 1974 and are still in effect today. These 
procedures provide some degree of safety for range personnel; 
however, there is no guarantee that the Range is completely free 
of unexploded ordnance. Since 1958 range clearance activity has 
been only for ordnance on the surface. No subsurface clearance 
program has been conducted except in the immediate areas of 
presently used targets. 

From 1958 until 1975, all ordnance collected on the Range was 
buried in pits on the Range (see figure 1-4 for burial site 
locations.) Since 1975, all ordnance of market value is 
deactivated and sold. The remainder is buried on the Range. 
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INDIAN SPRINGS AAP OPERATIONS 

Indian Springs AAF provides support for the Nellis AF Range 
through the 57th Combat Support Squadron, the host base unit. "As 
an emergency airfield, Indian Springs AAF is used to recover 
aircraft with malfunctioning high explosive ordnance that cannot 
be released from the aircraft [7]." The Air Force Aerial 
Demonstration Squadron, based at Nellis AFB, uses airspace around 
Indian Springs to practice and perfect aerial maneuvers. The 
Airfield is approved for visual flight rule (VFR) traffic and as 
such, is also used for practice approaches for aircrew training. 

Indian Springs AAF also provides helicopter support to the 
DOE operators, for the control towers and transmitter station, and 
communications equipment repair for the subranges. 

Indian Springs AAF is comprised of 2,317 acres, of which 235 
acres are owned in fee and 2,082 acres have been withdrawn from 
the public lands. Within Indian Springs AAF there are four miles 
of paved roads, eight miles of gravel roads, 145,296 square feet 
of administrative and industrial space, seventy-nine family 
housing units, twenty-eight mobile home spaces, and permanent 
quarters for 90 single airmen and ancillary infrastructure 
facilities[7]. 

There are three runways at Indian Springs AAF. The primary 
runway is 150 feet wide, 7,650 feet long and has a 75 foot 
shoulder on each side with 1,000 foot by 150 foot asphalt 
overruns. The two additional runways are, respectively, 6,650 and 
6,500 feet long by 150 feet wide with 75 foot shoulders and 1,000 
feet of compacted gravel overruns on each end. There are 114,444 
square yards of aircraft parking apron and 112, 491 square yards 
of aircraft taxiways [7]. 

OTHER FEDERAL OPERATIONS AND SITE CONDITIONS 
ON THE NELLIS AF RANGE 

To provide for the nation's common defense and security, it 
is the policy of the United States to maintain a strong nuclear, 
as well as conventional, force to discourage attack by any 
potential aggressor. The DOE is responsible for conducting 
nuclear research and development work, and for producing nuclear 
weapons on the basis of requirements developed by the DOD. A 
principle point of field testing is the Nevada Test Site, located 
between the North and South portions of the Nellis AF Range. DOE 
operations are also conducted on public lands withdrawn by the Air 
Force; specifically, the Tonopah Test Range and Pahute Mesa. (See 
figure 1-5.) Use of these areas is governed by MOUs. 
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The TTR is operated for DOE by the Sandia Laboratories. 
"Their principal responsibility is research and development of 
nuclear ordnance; the arming, fusing, and firing systems used in 
nuclear bombs and warheads. In addition, Sandia designs bomb 
casings for the weapons which would be dropped from aircraft [9]." 
Table 1-4 lists Sandia's major test activities and provides a 
brief review of the frequency and type of operations conducted on 
the TTR. Table 1-5 gives the major use areas of the TTR and 
briefly enumerates the type of facilities and current damaged 
acreage. Figure 1-6 shows the geographical layout of the TTR. A 
point of special interest concerning existing site conditions and 
operations of the TTR centers around radioactive testing. 

In 1963 a series of four safety tests, collectively called 
Roller Coaster, were conducted to study plutonium dispersal from 
explosion of plutonium bearing weapons. These tests (Double 
Tracks, Clean Slate 1, 2, and 3) were conducted on TTR. Another 
safety test (Project 57) was conducted in 1957 at the Southeast 
corner of the North Range. (See figure 1-4.) 

The Double Tracks test utilized plutonium, whereas the latter 
three (Clean Slates) had depleted uranium substituted for part of 
the plutonium. Although no serious scattering resulted from these 
tests, some residual radioactive contamination remains in the 
area. The affected areas, totaling 193 acres for the Roller 
Coaster test and 130 acres for Project 57, have been fenced off at 
the 1000 ug/m2 radioactive contamination contour as a measure of 
safety. "Evaluation conducted in 1970 showed it would be more 
environmentally sound to leave the areas undisturbed because the 
required denudation would be worse than the existing condition 
[9]." 

Individual experiments are carried on at the TTR involving 
such materials as beryllium and uranium. These are monitored to 
insure personnel safety and to meet the scientific purposes of 
each experiment. There is no single pattern for monitoring these 
various experiments; each monitoring scheme is tailored to its 
experiment. By way of example, the following discussion describes 
the monitoring program associated with the Nonviolent Explosive 
Destruct System (NEDS) experiments. 

The NEDS experiments were part of a program to design, 
fabricate, and test a transportable container that would retain 
the shrapnel, radioactive and toxic debris, and gaseous products 
produced by the one-point initiation of the high explosives in a 
nuclear weapon. In the mock-ups used in the TTR development 
testing, fissile materials were not present, but there may have 
been as much as 10 kilograms of depleted uranium or a kilogram of 
beryllium present. These could have been dispersed downwind from 
such a test if the container failed. 
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The NEDS tests were normally conducted in the late morning 
hours, while the winds were moderate, in order to keep atmospheric 
potential gradients at a minimum. Two high volume air samplers 
were deployed in the upwind and downwind camera bunkers about 75 
feet away. Thirty-minute samples were taken prior to, during, and 
after each test. The filters were analyzed for gross alpha with 
portable instruments immediately after re-entering the area. The 
re-entry party, which delayed five minutes after the test before 
re-entering, wore protective clothing and full face respirators 
until it was established that no appreciable contamination exists. 
In the event of possible beryllium contamination, a swipe analysis 
was made in the field; but in any case, the filters and swipe 
samples were removed to Sandia Laboratories for more accurate 
alpha, beta-gamma, and beryllium level determinations. 

In addition to DOE using the TTR, in November, 1963 AEG and 
the Air Force entered into an agreement for their use of the 
Pahute Mesa Area (See figure 1-5). The area is approximately 
167,960 acres and is used to conduct underground explosion 
testing. About 30 large diameter, vertical drill holes have been 
constructed in the past (See figure 1-7). DOE reserves the right 
to continue drilling operations for future test activity in the 
area. If the area is withdrawn, then DOE must obtain an MOU 
between the Air Force and BLM for any use of this land which is 
not identified in the legislation. 

The emplacement holes vary in diameter from 30 to 96 inches 
and depth from a few hundred to nearly 4,400 feet. Most of the 
holes were cased throughout their depth with heavy steel liners 
which permit the safe emplacement of the nuclear devices to be 
tested. After the cased holes are securely refilled to contain 
the effects of the explosion underground, the devices are 
detonated and necessary test measurements obtained. Numerous 
smaller (9 to 15 inch) diameter exploratory holes have been 
drilled to provide ancillary information of the geology, hydrology 
and post-event conditions [3]. 

From 1965 through 1968, there were three cratering tests, 
Schooner, Cabiolet, and Palaquin (see figure 1-4) conducted in the 
Pahute Mesa area. Close-in areas around the test were completely 
denuded, or the vegetation smothered under the ejecta from the 
crater. Due to these three tests, a total of 2,496 acres of land 
have been contaminated with Cesium-137, Strontium-90 and other 
fission products along with some other unburned fission fuels. 
The areas have been posted and fenced at the 5 millirem/hour 
radiation contour to assure personnel safety. The areas are 
evaluated each year under DOEs radiation safety program. 

Contruction of roads and support facilities to conduct the 
underground tests at Pahute Mesa has resulted in altering 
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530 acres of wildlife habitat through earth moving and resurfacing 
activities. The total impacted acreage on Pahute Mesa, excluding 
the radioactive contaminated areas, is approximately 1,955 acres. 
There have been other minor impacts to the landscape (survey 
traffic, instrumentation emplacements, and monitoring at off-road 
locations) which are of a less enduring character. 

FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS AND OPERATIONS 

Since the proposed withdrawal would be for a 15 year time 
period with a 10 year renewal option, it is not possible to 
describe all activities, tests, and programs in this document 
which will be conducted during the withdrawal period. As national 
defense requirements change, programs will have to be modified, 
deleted, and new ones developed. Some of the actions described 
below are at the concept stage of planning, and as such, the 
environmental consequence will require a more indepth analysis 
prior to initiating the action. 

U.S. AIR FORCE 

To assure a strong National defense, new weapon systems must 
be developed to counter any potential enemy threat. Successful 
deployment of the new systems mandates that they be operationally 
evaluated and aircrews trained in the type of threat environment in 
which the systems will be utilized. To prevent sterotyped 
scenarios and to improve realism during training or exercise 
missions, realistic targets (fixed, movable, and mobile) will have 
to be developed. 

Table 1-6 shows the future projects to be developed on Nellis 
AF Range. 

The TFWC projects no change other than road improvements in 
the South Range target complexes. However, to support operational 
readiness training, they have identified the need to expand the 
electronic warfare (EW) threat capability on the North Range. 
Currently, there are 20 pieces of EW equipment located on the TTR 
and in subrange 76 at Tolicha Peak. By 1983, the TFWC projects 
adding 53 more systems to the North Range. Although no specific 
sites have been identified for this equipment, present planning 
indicates they will be located in subranges 71, 72, 73, and 75. 
Current targets on subranges 72 and 73 (see table 1-2) will be 
deleted and the new EW equipment installed. Each equipment site 

about 7,850 sq. ft. of land. Projecting this footage 
requirement for the 1983 forecast shows that approximately 10 
acres of vegetation and habitat will be removed in the future. 

Siting of the targets has not been accomplished; however, for 
purposes of environmental evaluation, it is assumed each site 
would require approximately one mile of new road. 
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Considering a 14' wide road, and an impact zone of 30 feet for 
construction, the estimated acreage involved would be 190 acres, 
or 200 acres for the sites and roads. 

In order to maintain and operate the EW sites, the Air Force 
plans to construct support facilities near the TTR and in subrange 
76 at Tolicha Peak. At the TTR site a 34,350 sq ft pre-engineered 
maintenance complex with space for operations and administration, 
maintenance of vehicles, electronic gear and generators will be 
constructed. Depending upon final site location, about five miles 
of above ground electrical transmission line, a water well and 
storage tank with distribution lines would have to be installed. 
Sanitary waste from the facility would be treated before disposal 
into an evaporation pond. 

It is projected about 800 personnel will be required to 
maintain and operate the EW sites; 630 for the TTR area and 170 
for the Tolicha Peak operations. Currently there are 170 Air 
Force personnel operating the sites at TTR and 70 at Tolicha Peak. 
The TTR and Tolicha Peak personnel live at Tonopah and Beatty, 
respectively. 

In consideration of the projected manning requirement, the 
TFWC is evaluating range operations to determine the feasibility 
of contracting the range operations versus continued use of 
military personnel. The latter alternative may have up to three 
options: (1) add the additional personnel into Tonopah and 
Beatty, (2) build a remote military base, and (3) build 
dormi tori es on the range at TTR and Tolicha Peak. Although options 
(2) and (3) may be determined unfeasible, the latter does 
represent the worst case adverse socio-economic condition and 
therefore will be used in this document to describe maximum 
impacts that would be experienced by continued range operations. 

Approximately 315 miles of existing road will be upgraded 
throughout the North and South Range (see figure 1-8) to provide 
better access to target areas for maintenance and service 
operations. The roads have been constructed over the years with 
many different widths; this project will reduce the road widths to 
14 feet. In an estimated 75% of the roads, the shoulders and 
drainage ditches will be within the existing established roadway. 
The remaining 25% will require widening from 4 to 8 feet in order 
to construct proper drainage to prevent erosion. The road repairs 
will require 268,380 cubic yards of base coarse material and 
24,692 cubic yards of crushed gravel. It is estimated that 40% of 
the required base coarse material and all of the crushed gravel 
will have to be manufactured. Final site selections for these 
materials will not be made until proper environmental surveys are 
completed. The FWS proposed wilderness area will not be affected 
by the road construction nor will gravel sites be located 
therein. 
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The projected aircraft sorties are provided in Table 1-3. 
This table reflects a total increase in range use of fifteen (15) 
percent. Figures for the 474 TFW and 57 TTW incoporates sorties 
for special test (such as electronic warfare-close air support and 
tactics development) and normal pilot training. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

There are no projected changes in the current operations of 
the TTR. They will continue to utilize the same facilities and 
currently impacted areas. 

DOE underground nuclear testing at Pahute Mesa is expected to 
continue at about the same pace as in past years; about three to 
six shots per year. These shots will utilize, to the maximum 
extent possible, areas already impacted from previous tests. 

The DOE is examining the geology of Yucca Mountain (that 
portion on the Nellis AF Range) as well as other areas on the NTS, 
as a potential site for a terminal waste disposal repository. 

Recent projections of growth, in the use of commercial 
nuclear power reactors and recent Federal policy decisions 
concerning the commercial nuclear fuel reprocessing plant 
availability, indicate significant delays for the anticipated 
production of high-level radioactive waste. 

As a result, priorities for managing radioactive waste have 
been reoriented to include retrievable storage as an adjunct to 
terminal disposal in geologic formations. However, terminal 
disposal is considered a vital program and needs to be developed 
by DOE. DOE has conducted exploratory drilling into the welded 
tuff structure of Yucca Mountain and conducted surface geophysical 
measurements on the part of Yucca Mountain which extends onto the 
Nellis AF Range. Black Mountain may also be considered in the 
future. 

If the exploratory surveys show favorable conditions at Yucca 
Montain and DOE decides to continue other investigations, rock 
properties and hydrologic phenomena will be studied at depths of 
several thousand feet beneath the surface from vertically drilled 
holes. Depending upon these studies, several mined test chambers 
within the formations could be constructed. Electrical and 
radioactive heat sources would be placed in the test chambers 
within drilled holes and the combined heat and radiation effects 
upon the media would be studied. 

Since such projects are at the concept state, DOE will 
prepare an environmental statement to evaluate the environmental 
impacts anticipated, as a part of the decision making process. 
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INTERRELATIONSHIPS 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE - DESERT NATIONAL WILDLIFE RANGE 

The South Range coincides with the western half of the dnwt* 
(See figure 1-9.) The DNWR consists of approximately 1 588 000 

withLa?heÍS ^?a?ed by FWS- "The Priory "anagemeít oi'ecillls 
within the wildlife range are to preserve and protect natural 
environmental qualities vital to the perpetuation of onMmnm 
popuiation of desert bighorn sheep and other native wildlife 

r!souJce inventories, applied management res¿arcÍ, 
limited water development and maintenance, fire suppression anri 
routine patrol are necessary management activities f81 " Tho pwc 
has proposed 1 332,900 acres of the DN¿rL designated*as a uni? 

Act Sf ?9640diL?tpdehheSc Preservati°n System. The Wilderness 
Act of 1964 directed the Secretary of Interior to review evorv 
recommendation as to the suitability of each such area for 7 
designation as a wilderness. Final decision of the wilderness 

arePoomple?ed PostPoned until surveys for mineral resources 

vp'ne! mad®.ali outstanding military withdrawals subject to the 

íhe Secretaries ir^he00?^^^^nd^i^F^ce7. ^ 
specif 163 that only certain locations within the Range9may be used 

¿f the DNWRS These iocations total approximately 16 percent 
ot the DNWR. The remaining portion of the Soui-h ^ 
corncident with the DNWR, Is^uthori^dlo/usTas^r'space only 

the iTsnneFee?CÍíin 9eneral' ste restricted to lands below 

When practical"tr^rnimufof^ÍSSo-feê^aboíe grounTuíeT"' 

^i^M !ïo^^Î^ targetsn^~Air -d^hen 

g^üÍdr1e^lblc0—d 

avail^e"\^rP^aC?t^nSd0^Uni^n;9^dM^e^t^n^?so^4rhen 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT WILD HORSE RANGE 

portioíeo?ethaeaNeinsHApSLngê9e 

protection™©?39!ldbhocsesBandaburros. eStâblÍ^ed ^ 
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acn An a?ree™ei}t between BLM and the Conunanding Officer of Nelli<3 
addiMnn*Sî92±ln Jïne 1962 to establish a Wild Horse Singe. additional agreement containing the same provisions huí- 
the5lo=atlon of the wild Horse Ran9e, wL^uíien^d^n “ne " "9 

burros" 1?hl%?*L‘ 927195 wfs Passed to protect wild horses and 
The Law re<3ulres observation of the principles of 

a! USe^SUStained yield and environmental quality it is 
also dedicated to protect them from unauthorized action^ aíd to 

thH^Kfo™th^«iWPhor“saandeSurr¿snin 

wild horses te^^r^aHnl^Uïlr^Î^r^ 

a%e?“"íauror?hea«cesseerrpíoj«ts" suchaaserwa?erfT9e': ,and 
etc, to provide for the welfare of the'an?m5ls? fenCln9' 

ï annual review o£ the management program, and to 
Vegas ACt °r «elation to the Las 

FIVE PARTY COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 

Under the purview of NEPA of 1969 íPr Qi-ioni 0 -a 
Species Act of 1 973 (PL 93-20SÏ w L 91 190>' Endangered 
Act of 1971 ( Pr Q2 1 a 1; \ m i */■. ^^d Eree—Roaming Horse and Burro 
PL 94-579 pibUc Lin^Ád 71^ Grazing Act of 1934 as amendedÜ ij j /y » FUDl 1 c Land Administration Act of 196n ^ pr ac caq\ y 

r ™: r ~ 5-“:“™ 
the natural resooroes Pf?sh°Ldr0t?SfÍ9' develoPin9 a"° managing 

and wild horseraUnT^rrf^hona1he1díiírjeIa^“lísrlar^. 

The joint parties agree to: 

relating t¡ thll^ageL^t3^^^' annUa11"' t0 discuss 
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- Allow hunting on the Range when game population and 
Air Force activities will allow. Hunting is in accordance with 
Federal and State game laws. 

RELATIONSHIP OF THE ACTION TO LAND USE PLANS, POLICIES 
AND CONTROLS FOR THE AFFECTED AREA 

The land comprising the Nellis AF Range is public land, the 
North Range is under BLM control and the South Range is under FWS 
jurisdiction. Various portions of the Range have been withdrawn 
from the public domain since the early 1940s; with the present 
acreage remaining fairly static since 1962. The withdrawal 
granted DOD use of the land for a bombing and gunnery range. BLM 
has not forecast change of use for these lands, but FWS has 
proposed a major portion of DNWR as a wilderness area. 

Additionally, land use plans, policies, and controls have 
been implemented through the various cooperative agreements that 
have been signed with the DOI, State agencies, DOE, and other 
concerned agencies. Continuation of the withdrawal would assure 
stability to the management programs covered in these agreements. 

Recreational requirements for the state have been reviewed by 
the Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
(NDCNR). None of the twenty-four sites identified for future 
development are on or adjacent to the Nellis AF Range; however, 
Nellis AFB aircraft may fly over some of the land while enroute 
to, or returning from, the north section of the Range. 

With respect to potential noise disturbances, the character 
of Nellis AF Range activities over these recreation areas will be 
important to the planned future development of these areas. 
Consultation with state and local planners regarding the plans and 
policies for recreational developments will be essential to avoid 
incompatibilities between Nellis AF Range airspace uses and 
underlying recreational uses. 

Based on population growths (see table 2-9), Clark County is 
growing faster than any of the other counties in which the Range 
is located. Clark County's growth is primarily from the Las Vegas 
area. Las Vegas is about 30 miles from the closest point of the 
Range. With this distance it is doubtful that urban growth would 
become a factor of concern in the continued use of the Nellis AF 
Range. 
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4-h These airports operate in close proximity to each other in 
the Las Vegas area; Nellis AFB, North Las Vegas Airport, and 
McCarran International. These airports form a triangle whose 
sides measure only 8, 8, and 10 nautical miles respectively? Thev 
cater to the military (Nellis), general aviation (North Las y 

'(.und aír ?arri®rs (McCarran). Their proximity to each 
other, the relationships of their runways, the diverse types of 
aircraft using them, and the volume of air traffic that each 
generate combine to produce a congested air traffic control 
environment. To cope with this issue, letters of agreement 
between the controlling agencies at each installation establish 
compatible use zones and air traffic contvol procedures which 
enable safe and efficient air traffic flows. proceaures whlch 
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CHAPTER II 

DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

This chapter discusses the existing environment of the Nellis 
AF Range. The resources are described at the level of detail 
commensurate with the anticipated impacts. The natural environ¬ 
ment is subdivided into climate, air quality, geology, soils and 
watershed, vegetation, and animals. Similarly, the human environ¬ 
ment is subdivided into cultural values, visual, land uses and 
plans, and socio-economic factors. 

CLIMATE 

The climate in the area of the Nellis AF Range is affected by 
two main sources of air movement. From fall through spring the 
area is influenced by Pacific air movements which come across the 
Sierra Nevada mountains. In summer to early fall winds from the 
Gulf of Mexico dominate the area. 

Annual precipitation depends mainly on elevation and varies 
on the average from four inches on the desert floor to about 12 
inches in the higher Mesa area. (See figure 2-1.) "The annual 
precipitation cycle displays a double maximum, with the primary in 
winter and secondary in the summer. Winter precipitation often 
falls as snow (at higher elevations), whereas summer rains are 
associated with thunderstorms which are intense enough at times to 
produce local flash flooding [3]." 

The hottest months of the year are July and August with aver¬ 
age monthly temperatures of about 76 Fahrenheit (F). Daily temp¬ 
eratures rise to the 90's and drop to the 50's at night. The 
average monthly winter temperature falls between 3IF and 4IF. The 
relative humidity averages 58 percent in the early morning, dip¬ 
ping to an average daily low of 25 percent by late afternoon. 

An assessment of the meteorological potential for pollution 
can be made quantitatively using the results of Holzworth's 
studies [10]. However, because of the variable terrain over the 
ranges, significant deviations from average values can occur. 
Mixing heights average about 1,100 feet in the morning and 8,000 
feet in the afternoon. Wind speeds range from 9 to 11 miles per 
hour in the morning to 11 to 13 miles per hour in the afternoon. 
With moderate to strong insolation throughout the year, stability 
ranges from slightly to moderately unstable from midmorning to 
late afternoon and becomes neutral in the early evening hours. 
Overall, dispersion characteristics are good to fair. During the 
period from October 1963 to April 1970, the National Climatic 
Center issued pollution potential forecasts approximately 35 times 
over the area. The highest potential will exist in valleys; how¬ 
ever, even here, wind direction must be considered in individual 
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EXPLANATION 

Linea of equal precipitation are shown in inches 
per year-contour interval 4 inches. Contours for 
quantities greater than 20 inches per year are 
not shown. Data modified from Hardman, 
“Nevada Precipitation Map" (rev. 1965). 

Boundary of hydrologic regions 
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cases to arrive at qualitative figures. The highest potential 
exists during the winter months, December through February. 

AIR QUALITY 

The Nellis AF Range is located within two Air Quality Control 
Regions (AQCR). The Clark-Mohave Interstate AQCR boundary coin¬ 
ciding with the county boundary common to Lincoln and Clark, and 
the western boundary common to the Nye and Clark County Line. The 
remainder of the Nellis AF Range is located within the Nevada 
Intrastate AQCR (See figure 2-1 for county lines.) 

There are no monitoring sites on or adjacent to the range to 
measure ambient air quality. However, in a general manner, the 
regional condition is portrayed in tables 2-1 and 2-2. Table 2-3 
shows the respective Federal and Nevada State Air Quality stan¬ 
dards which are applicable to the area. Table 2-1 shows the 
number of stations within each AQCR which exceeded the ambient air 
quality standards during 1974 and 1978. It is evident that the 
Clark-Mohave AQCR has particulate, carbon monoxide, and oxident 
problems; whereas the Nevada Intrastate problem is with particu¬ 
lates and sulfur oxides. Review of the individual monitoring 
stations within each AQCR shows that the regional pollution burden 
comes primarily from the metropolitan area. The 1974 data pro¬ 
vided in table 2-2 show monitoring sites in rural parts of Clark 
and Nye counties had a marginal particulate matter problem. Clark 
county did not exceed the 24 hour primary particulate standard; 
whereas, Nye County rural sites exceeded the 24 hours primary 
standard five times during 1974. Both counties appear to have met 
the annual particulate standard during 1974 and 1978. 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review of states 
attainment status of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(published in the Federal Register, Vol. 43, No. 43, March 3, 
1978) indicate the following air quality picture for the Nellis AF 
Range area: particulates and sulfur oxides are lower than the 
National standards; and carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, and 
oxidants are lower than the standards or cannot be classified. 

The Las Vegas Metropolitan Area (in Clark-Mohave AQCR) has 
been designated as an Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) for par¬ 
ticulates, oxidants, and carbon monoxide. Nellis AFB is within 
the boundaries of the AQMA; however, the Nellis AF Range is well 
outside the delimited area. 

The majority of military aircraft using the Nellis AF Range 
depart from and return to Nellis AFB. Although military aircraft 
are exempt from emission regulations promulgated under the purview 
of the Clean Air Act, those emissions emitted within the AQMA are 
of concern to the Air Force. A detailed review of aircraft emis- 
sionsaround Nellis AFB is given in Chapter 3, page 3-3 to facili¬ 
tate defining secondary impacts from operations of the Nellis AF 
Range. 
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TOPOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGIC SETTING 

The topographic features of the Nellis AF Range are typical 
of the basin and range physiographic province, with long, north¬ 
trending ranges separated by wide valleys or topographic basins. 
The characteristic features are shown in figure 2-2. The primary 
mountain ranges are the Desert, Pintwater, and Spotted Ranges on 
the South Range of the Nellis AF Range Complex. The North Range 
contains the Belted, Kawich, and Cactus Ranges (See figure 1-4). 

Elevations range from approximately 3,100 feet on the desert 
floor around Indian Springs up to about 8,500 feet at Wheelborrow 
Peak in the Belted Range. "The slope of the terrain generally is 
10% or less on the desert floor, increasing to between 11 and 20% 
on the foothills, then to 21 to 45% in most mountain ranges. 
Slopes greater than 45% are characteristic of the highest mount¬ 
ains [4]." The mountainous and mesa areas contain many gullies 
which carry the infrequent rain water to the playas on the desert 
floor. 

Most of Southern Nevada, including the area now used as the 
Nellis AF Range, was submerged under a shallow sea for long 
periods of geologic time. The present mountains on the range are 
made up of vast thicknesses of sediments deposited from sur¬ 
rounding areas that were above the water. The period of depo¬ 
sition was followed by constricting and folding that brought 
severe pressure on Nevada from California and Utah. "Basin and 
range high-angle normal faults ranging in age from Miocene to 
Holocene are present throughout most of the study area and bound 
mountains and ranges. North-trending normal faults are most com¬ 
mon, but northwest trends are prevalent [15]." The present makeup 
of the mountain terrain is a result of the wearing down of the 
folds by wind and water erosion. 

The entire Range complex is underlaid by a wide variety of 
rocks ranging in age from Precambrian to Quaternary times. (See 
figure 2-3.) Precambrian basement rocks are exposed in the North 
Range of the study area. Geneissic quartz monzonite and biotite 
schist crop out in the Trappman Hills area of Nye County, east of 
Mount Helen. Precambrian crystalline rocks occupy only a small 
part of the study area. These rocks consist primarily of quartr- 
zites, sandstones, shales, limestones, and dolomites and are 
exposed in the Stonewall Mountain, Cockeyed Ridge, and the Sheep 
Range. 

"All seven periods of the Paleozoic era are represented in 
the study area by a thick sequence of marine sedimantary rocks. 
Longwell reports that the Paleozoic rocks exposed in the Range 
north of Las Vegas Valley in Clark County have a maximum thickness 
in excess of 26,000 feet. Tschanz reports that the Cambrian Sec¬ 
tion of the Groom Range in western Lincoln County may well be the 
thickest Cambrian section in the Great Basin. Although the base 
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or the section is not exposed, the measured portion exceeds 20,000 
feet and the complete sequence may be several thousand feet 
thicker [15] . " 

Sedimentary Mesozoic rocks such as basal conglomerate, shale, 
fine-grained sandstone, limestone, dolomite, siltstones, and fine 
to medium sized quartz grains weakly cemented by calcium carbonate 
and iron oxides are found in the study area. 

Mesozoic igneous rocks occur as granitic intrusives and vol¬ 
canic rocks. The volcanic rocks consist chiefly of lava flows, 
mud flows, breccias, and tuffs. 

Cenozoic deposits may be categorized into three general 
types: (1) Tertiary sedimentary rocks: ~(2) Tertiary volcanics and 
intrusives; and (3) quaternary alluvium. Three sedimentary rock 
units composed of yellowish siltstone overlain by whitish lime¬ 
stone, gypsum, terrestrial conglomerate and interbedded sandstone 
and tuff are exposed in the study areas. Tertiary volcanic and 
associated tuffaceous elastics are in the area. The composition 
of the volcanics is predominantly rhyolitic or dacitic, but 
andestitic and basalitic rocks also occur. Tertiary instrusive 
rocks occur principally as small granite or diorite stocks and 
basaltic dikes, sills, and plugs. A significant portion of the 
study area is covered by thick deposits of alluvium and colluvium 
material. The alluvium varies in composition, texture, and other 
physical properties with the type of parent material, carbonate, 
compaction, and distance from source. 

SOIL AND WATERSHED 

The soil medium physically supports the existing 
vegetation and is also the basic component of the watershed for 
the area. The soils are typical of arid regions and include 
materials for the alluvial immature consolidated upland classes. 
"Associations of Red Desert and alluvial are found in the lower 
elevations of the southern part of the state [12]." 

The soil of the area can generally be classified into one of 
the five categories [13]. (See figure 2-3.) 
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Alluvial Soil Impediments: Shallow alluvial sediments 
usually less than 1,000 feet to bedrock. Areas denoted by 1's on 
figure 2-3 represent this soil category. This area may include 
some quaternary basalt flows. The area is located between the 
deeper bottom land soils and the foothills. It consists of 
coalescing alluvial fans. Slope usually ranges from 4 to 15 
percent including steeper interfluve sideslopes and areas joining 
foothills. The soils are usually shallow or moderately deep to 
hardpans. Texture in the root zone may range from coarse to fine. 
Gravel is usually present in quantity. Soil surface increases in 
stoniness upslope. In places, gravelly desert pavement occurs. 

The soils of this area generally have many limitations for 
sanitation or community development facilities. They are gener¬ 
ally unsuited for irrigated agriculture. They provide only a fair 
wildlife habitat. 

Dry Lake Beds and Valley Floors: Deep alluvial sediments are 
generally more than 1,000 feet thick, this includes dry lakes and 
some minor inter-bedded tuffs and gravel. Areas designated by 2’s 
on figure 2-3 represent this soil category. This area is 
generally below 4,500 feet elevation. 

The lowest position of this type of material within a basin 
is occupied by a generally barren and dry lake bed. The margins 
of the lake generally have dunes of either sand or clayey mater¬ 
ial. Moderate to strongly saline soils generally surround this 
area. Except for dune side slope, this area is relatively flat. 
Nearly level flood plains of varying width may enter at its bound¬ 
aries, slopes increase from four to eight percent; texture ranges 
from medium to moderately coarse; and, gravel content ranges from 
none to very gravelly conditions. This unit contains the deepest 
soils of the Range. In the peripheral area, the soils generally 
are moderately deep to duripan or gravel. The soils range up to 
five feet in depth at the lowest position. 

The soils of this area are most subject to flooding, wind, 
and water erosion. Generally they have the fewest limitations for 
sanitation or development facilities. They provide the poorest 
wildlife habitat in the native state. 

Mountains and Hills: This category is divided into three 
subgroups and are identified in figure 2-3 as types 3, 4, and 5 
respectively. 

Subgroup 1 (3 on figure 2-3) includes mountains and hills 
throughout the range but mostly in the northern and western parts. 
Although rock outcrops are common the general appearance is more 
rounded and less rugged than other mountains on the Range. This 
unit includes those areas dominated by woodland consisting mostly 
of Pinyon Pine and Juniper. 
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"In general, if the slope angle is greater than 10 percent, 
the soil its considered highly erodible? between 2 and 10 percent, 
it's moderately erodible; and, less than two percent slopes are 
considered slightly erodible [14]." 

Considering the various slope angles of the land, the area 
ranges from moderate to highly erodible. Topographic features of 
the area demonstrate water erosion characteristics by the many 
gulleys and channels leading from the mountain ranges to the 
playas on the desert floor. 

WATER RESOURCES 

The precipitation pattern in Nevada is principally related to 
the topography. As shown in figure 2-1, stations at higher eleva¬ 
tions generally receive more rainfall (including snow) than those 
at lower elevations. The greater precipitation in the mountainous 
area provides most of the recharge to the ground water system, 
while that which reaches the desert floor is mainly lost through 
evaporation. Figure 2-4 shows the annual evaporation rate from 
lakes in southern Nevada. The Nellis AF Range falls within the 58 
to 72 inch annual evaporation rate. Run-off normally collects in 
many dry lake beds (playas) throughout the Range. Surface 
drainage from the South Range collects into the Three Finger Lake 
Valley and Indian Springs Valley playas. Similar playas in the 
Kawich, Gold Flat, Cactus Flat, and Stonewall Flat collect and 
dissipate the runoff from the North Range. Fortymile Canyon, 
originating on Pahute Mesa, drains into the normally dry Amargosa 
River with an ultimate destination of Death Valley. 

There are various springs and natural, as well as man-made, 
water encatchments on the Range. Several have been developed by 
the BLM and FWS to provide water for wildlife. 

While surface drainage patterns are quite evident on the 
Nellis AF Range, detailed subsurface drainage in many areas 
remains unknown. Figure 2-5 shows the estimated annual surface 
and groundwater flows between hydrologic areas around the Range. 
(This information has been extracted from the State of Nevada, 
Division of Water Resources Map prepared in 1971.). 

In the TTR, "The Cactus Flat ground-water system (See 
hydrographic boundaries 145, 146 and 148 on figure 2-5) has been 
little studied and developed because of its isolation. It is 
probably part of the groundwater system discharging in Sarcabatus 
Flat northwest of Beatty along Highway 95, as are Stonewall Flat 
to the southwest of Cactus Flat and Lida Valley farther to the 
southwest. The number of wells available for study and the depth 
of the studies are not sufficient; however, to preclude entirely 
the possibility that Cactus Flat, like Gold Flat to its southeast, 
is part of the Pahute Mesa ground-water system in which case its 
ground water flows south to discharge eventually in the Amargosa 
Desert southeast of Beatty, Nevada [9]." 
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Groundwater drainage from the South Range and the southern 
portion of the North Range are a part of Ash Meadows and Pahute 
Mesa groundwater systems. The Pahute Mesa groundwater system 
approxmately 4,700 feet above mean sea levll, in part moves 

na htLradrdbe?Heat the PahUte Hesa' ^tymile Canyon, and Crater 
Amar9osa Desert, and in part flows southwestward 

1 57 227 228eyandaLqeattf: hydro9raPhic boundaries 147, 
v*n'a227' 228' ? 229 °n fl9ure 2-5-) Groundwater in Oasis 
sfnd^Yof°hhS south^ard lnto the Amargosa Desert through gravel 
hh íhe ai]cestrai Amargosa River channel and probably also 
through the underlying fractured rocks. The Ash Meadows 
Groundwater system (See hydrographic boundaries 158, 159, 160, 

t-hrA„oh8a'i? f d 3 3 ?n £l^re 2-5) generally moves downward 
rocks in ¿hiohmifn^hVOl?inÍC rOCkS t0 the Pal®ozoic carbonate 

íhl I" whlch Lt then flows generally southwestward to discharge 
at the large springs in Ash Meadows. aiscnarge 

Most of the annual discharge from the two groundwater 

acre-feéi-afOUt 1^°00 acre~feet from the Ash Meadows and 10,000 
acre feet from Pahute Mesa, is transpired by plants or evanorated 
rom soils and playas in the Amargosa Desert. The Amargosa Desert 

Td V? SU?POCt ^riculturai operatîSns^a tSH 
fracturée: îndfhert* F1°W ln the system occurs mainly through 
fractures in the massive carbonate and volcanic rocks ^ 
Groundwater velocity beneath the Pahute «esa «ea íal'been 
estimated between 7 to 250 feet per year with the most acceotable 
value being aoout 15 feet per year. These calculated estimates 
indicate that water from underground nuclear testing sites on 

leaVe -ontrolUd^îa^r^r^ore 

rmaii*.Manu variat)les are involved in assessing ground water 

areas ofCrechararihtlCS* F°l examPle' as ground water moves from 
® f recharge to areas of discharge, the quality of the water 

Thï ^hang® ln response to changing conditions in its environment 
The dissolve solids content usually increases as water m¿ves 

c?õnnH t0rrd th\surface t'2)-" These conditions c"ld make 
agricultural 0n NeUÍS AF Range less desirable for 
i? iouid ho oUSe reached the hydrographic basin from which 
it would be pumped for irrigation of crop lands. 

The quality of water available on the Nellis AF Range is 
generally good for domestic purposes. Table 2-4 shows typical 

Moni tnr-n9 W6^la at subrange 63 and Indian Springs AAF. 
years by^OE^ The^otÎM1^ ?3S beîn accomPlished over several 
or?/f of ?! potal?le water and supply wells show about 10 
pCi/L of gross beta activity and 15 pCi/L of tritium Other sol- 

been dltlcted^At^hisVS ?tr?ntiu?~?° and C«ium-137 have not 
exceed the EM le^el activity, one would not expect to 
beta co«L?nat?oi 9 radloact^ standard for press 
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TABLE 2-4 

WATER QUALITY (mg/1) 

PARAMETER 

CALCIUM 

MAGNESIUM 

SODIUM 

POTASSIUM 

BICARBONATE 

CARBONATE 

SULFATE 

CHLORIDE 

FLUORIDE 

NITRATES (as N) 

SILICA 

IRON 

DISSOLVED SOLIDS 

HARDINESS 

ALKALINITY 

PH 

SUBRANGE 63 

32 

21 

5.4 

1.0 

205 

ND* 

9.3 

9.7 

0.1 

0.3 

12 

0.16 

212 

170 

168 

8.0 

mg/1 - Milligrams per liter 

Analysis accomplished on 7 May 1976 

* Non-Detectable 

INDIAN SPRINGS AAF 

47 

31 

8.1 

2.0 

264 

ND* 

46 

12 

0.1 

0.8 

18 

ND* 

330 

250 

217 

7.8 

SOURCE: USAF Hq TAC/DEMU, Water Quality Report, 1976 

2-17 



VEGETATION 

The predominant floral communities on the Nellis ar nanr*0 
shown in figure 2-6 and may be characterised into four gr^pl? 

the SiiitwrffiibnfBSiorrõoo”?™?1"^ re found at 
SíiaSrS0te BUf ' Blackbush' Bursage, B^xtnorS? JoSSSa ÍSer"POS 

NeedlegrassS*an^Big^GalletaS ' ^ CaCtUS' DeSert 

SsrHSf • 2SSS;r«=-:‘;i;Är 

Squirrel 

primarily In fflley^^^omS^Sd i^^e^SSelaT^S^slüe^“^ 

ThmreS’llaS^SalSbSishS^^'iufl^r00"' ^ 8°PSa9e' Ruaslan 

above the Sortie™ dSSert^hruÊln^Tît“! ÍS "or,"ally found 

teSSSalnThrr?eS °n the N°rth and S°uth P°ritiSSS Sf"the Nellis AF 
jSSip¿r. important plant species are Pinyon PinS aSd uLh 

munitiSrSl^SxuÍrofSSe^enit"^ ^lon9in9 t° »e major corn- 
degree. Fo? eSSiSlS SheSe AF Ran9e' but to 3 much le^er 
lands, and hydrop^uius SegetltiS”? brUSh' f°reSt' 9rass- 

the c?eeosdÿ\“shri^Lan^SnSdniSL°"Sd!ea^^a^r 

communities t0 3™dl"9 

s:p.xrxr!l"!4S“ H-IíSt"“ fi‘:- 
¿Sbiuhed^n^he^rSo1 ?F Th-at3^lpScies 

U3t 
o°? SS: lllitil1. Tullir, L-7isSh0coWSmmth%9fTaPhrcLb!ola?r°" 

yMSr^hïrMSiabiluS“3“0^^^ iS ”™°y V3riabl®eif°" year to 

SS£?Ä S.KtÂ‘ïïia ■ 
âffi.Â;S££K'“S:œ':iS:”""-’ 
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TABLE 2-5 

conï?P0SED endangered OR THREATENDED AND NEVADA PLANT 
SPECIES OF CONCERN ON OR ADJACENT TO THE NE™“ Ü^InGE 

SPECIES 

Astraglur beatleyae* 
Lathyrus hitchcockianus* 
Asclen-ias~astwoodiana 
AstragaTiTs ¿unereus 
Astragalü? pseudiaanthus 
coryphantEa vivípara var. rosea 
Frasera pahutensis - 
ga-lum hiiendiae ssp. kinqstonense 
Penstemon arenarius . 
Penstemon pud i cus' 
Phacelia beatleyae 
TownsenTia JonesIT var. tumulosa 
Aäave utahensis var. eborispina 
Arabis^hocklevi - 
Arctomecon merriamii 
Astragalus musimonïïm 
Astragalus nyensis* 
Camissona megalantha 
Engeron ovmus 
grigeron uncialis var. conjugans 
Eriogonum concinnum 
Gilia nyensis 
Gilia ripleyf 
Haplopappus briokellioides 
Hulsea vestita ssp. inyoensis 
Lesquereiia hitchcocHi^- 
Linanthus arenicola 
Lupinus holmgrenanus 
Lupinus montiqenus 
Machaeranthera qrTnd^ií^íHoq var. 

depressa " “ 
Mirabilia pudica 
Penstemon Pahutensis 
Penstemon thompsoniae ssp jaegeri 
.gerityle megalocephala var intricata 
Peteria thompsonae --- 
Phacelia mustelini 
Trifoliilm andersonii ssp. beatleyae 

T - Threatened 
E - Endangered 

Î " Species of concern (plants which are of relativeiv 
g graphic occurence but are not currently threatened 
degree by any activity. ) y tnrreacened 

Di V i s i onDQ f apor es t ry f SuicílÍ^Endangeredl^ecies^is? ' 
(protected under authority granted in nrs 527P57n?S Ln Í 

ü«Îdr1obïrN,ÏÎÎ* DÍhV- ?' lf«.5rci”S¿6 etter to Mr. Alton Chavis, Langley AFB VA. 

STATUS 

E 
E 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 

C 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 

FIGURE 2-7 
NUMBER KEY 

2 
7 

11 
14 
28 
15 
5 
6 

23 
24 
9 

37 
12 
13 

1 
30 
3 
4 

31 
32 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
33 
21 
22 
34 

35 
29 

8 
36 
25 
26 
27 
10 

restricted 
to a great 
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ANIMALS 

Table 2-6 lists the predominate species found on and adjacent 
to the Nellis AF Range. The species niche is described by the 
general flora communities. Comparison of table 2-6 with figure 
2-6 will provide a general view of the species habitat. It must 
be remembered that the habitat for many species found on the Range 
is in localized zones of the various vegetative communities. 

Coyotes, bobcats, foxes, badgers, and an occasional mountain 
lion are among the larger mammalian carnivores. Small mammals 
such as antelope ground squirrels, kangaroo rats, mice, cotton- 
tails, and jack-rabbits are widely distributed but not abundant. 
Over 250 species of birds have been identified on the refuge, and 
of these, nearly 50 are permanent residents. Examples are 
Gambe 1's quail, roadrunner, pinyon jay, Clark's nutcracker, pine 
siskin, cactus wren, and burrowing and horned owls. A number of 
small water impoundments of the refuge attract, stop, and tempor¬ 
arily hold a variety of migrating waterfowl and wading birds, 
among them Canada geese, mallards, teal, redheads, gadwells, 
pintails, herons, egrets, and ibises. Several species of hawks 
are represented, with the Cooper's and sharp-shinned hawks being 
the most numerous in the timbered regions and the red-tailed hawk 
more common in the open country. Distribution of large animals 
and their range is approximately as shown of Figure 2-8. The 
™f,ert Bi<3horn Sheep habitat encompasses six mountains with the 
DNWR. Within the proposed withdrawal area two mountain ranges, 
the Pintwater and the Desert Ranges have year-round sheep use. 
The following population estimates were gathered during the 1978 
fall helicopter survey. The Pintwaters have an estimated popu- 

205 animals.and the Desert Range carries 126 animals. 
The Bighorn are nomadic in movement and migrate with the seasons; 
however, it is the need for water in this arid climate which 
restricts their movement during the summer months. Normally the 
Bighorns are found at the higher elevations but foraging for food 
carries them throughout the ranges. y 

4 i-nrJo! N?V??Q6i 1977 a2imal invent°ry on the North Range showed 
4 burros, 1,378 horses, 59 antelope, 825 cattle , and 4 deer. The 
higher elevations of the Kawich Mountain Range most likely receive 
heavier horse use during the summer months, while the lower 
vailles receive heavier use during the winter. The primary factor 
that accounts for this use pattern is availability of forage. 

?onducte? on wild horses, cattle, and mule deer show 
the horses diet more closely parallels that of cattle than mule 
deer, therefore there is little competition for forage on the Wild 
Horse Range provided trespass grazing is restricted. Availability 
of water is limited, but over the years has been judged to be Y 
adequate to support the existing horse and burro population. 
Futher population growth could reduce available water and forage. 
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No Federally listed endangered or threatened wildlife species 
have been documented on the Nellis AF Range; however, the pere¬ 
grine falcon and bald eagle may migrate through the Range. The 
desert tortoise, gila monster, and spotted bat are protected by 
the wildlife laws of Nevada and could occur on the Range. 

ANTIQUITIES 

The natural and cultural development of southern Nevada can 
be traced through fossils found in the area, the remains of 
ancient cultures, and the more recent history of contemporary man. 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Paleontological records show the existence of animal and 
plant life in the area for nearly 600 million years. There are 
four general ages of sedimentary rocks in the area, representing 
the record from 600 million years ago to approximately the last 
one million years of geologic history. 

Lower Paleozoic rocks (450-600 million years old) are well 
exposed in the Belted Range in the northern part of Nellis. A 
significant locality for fossils is in a canyon west of Belted 
Peak. Others have been found on the eastern part of the NTS. 
There also is an important occurrence of fossils in the hills 
northwest of Mercury. 

Rocks classified as Middle Paleozonic (350-400 million years 
old) are not widely distributed in the area. Important areas are 
the south end of the NTS and the hills between there and U.S. 
Highway 95. 

Upper Paleozoic rocks (225-300 million years old) are common 
outcrops on the NTS. They comprise the bulk of the Elena Range. 

There are several thousand feet of outcrops with sporadic 
occurrences of fossils. The Tippipah Formation is somewhat 
younger. These rocks occur in small outcrops in the hills on the 
southwest side of the Cactus Range on the Tonopah Test Range. 

Pleistocene Beds, representing the last million years, 
outcrop along washes and alluvial fans. No fossil material is 
present in the sediments, although the older gravels and sands 
offer some possibilities, as they represent old terraces and 
stream channels where animals probably were common. Distribution 
within the area consists of a few square miles of alluvial fan 
exposures on the southwest side of the Cactus Range on the Tonopah 
Test Range. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Existing cultural resource data on archaeological and histor¬ 
ical properties are limited, and are primarily derived from a 
iterature search compiled by the Archaeological Research Center 

University of Nevada - Las Vegas, the Museum of Natural His?Sry 
for the Department of the Navy's Seafarer ELF Communications 
System Environmental Statement. (For further information, see 
reference 3). The literature search included only the Nellis Air 

At bee„edeveloped 

fourteen^”) aborlginal^Ues, ^1x^6)'hlstorio^Ues^.nd^four 

^r^r^sœntain historicai 1 in 

8s.iÄÄrss »■sa.nsis;.“”“"' aa. 
tionsAbqua?ría¿or^ínnr inClUde ilthic ä^tters and concentra- cions, quarry workshops, caves and rockshelters, a campsite 

and^ottery! 3lCS' rock outiine^^teliures. 

There have been previous impacts 
the North Range, primarily related to 
targets, the bombing and strafing of 
the early years of range use, and the 
livestock. There are no indications 
when these sites were damaged; howeve 
the situation and is currently in the 
scope of the problem to prevent addit 
resources. 

to the cultural resources on 
construction of roads and 
historic mining camps during 
development of springs for 

as to the exact time period 
r, the Air Force is aware of 
process of defining the 

ional impacts to these 

archaeilogic, and sîg^acant'îeget^lvrresourclr 
will provide data on sensitive a?eas and thl basu'for future 

scbeduled^for^^ensitive a^?' - 
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Individual contracts are being utilized to provide cultural 
site clearance for the projects listed in this document as well as 
for those presently under construction. When a site survey indi¬ 
cates a sensitive area, the Air Force will move the project to an 
approved non-sensitive site. Commitment to this policy has been 
implemented by the TAC and all programming documents for construc¬ 
tion activity on the Nellis AF Range are reviewed for compliance 
with this policy. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Public use of the visual resources on the Nellis AF Range is 
generally restricted to the portions of the range immediately 
adjacent to the highways (95 on the south and west and 7 on the 
east and 25 on the northeast). 

Public entry to the Nellis Range and the NTS is restricted. 

Of the approximately 472 miles of perimeter on the Nellis 
Range, only about 75 miles of the perimeter are within the fore¬ 
ground-middle-ground zone (up to 3-5 miles), while the remainder 
of the perimeter of the Range is in the background zone (5-15 
miles) or cannot be seen at all due to higher intermediate land 
masses. The foreground-middle-ground zones include the southwest 
portion of the North Range adjacent to Highway 95, northeast 
portion of the North Range near Highway 25, and the southern 
portion of the South Range adjacent to Highway 95. 

Present target distribution in the North Range cannot be seen 
from either Highway 95 or 25 because of intervening higher ter¬ 
rain. (See figure 1-2). Past impacts to the landscape within the 
foreground-middle-ground zones on the North Range are those 
resulting from mining activity and roads. 

The foreground-middle-ground zone on the southern portion of 
the South Range has been impacted in the vicinity of the targets 
in subranges 63 and 65 and in the area of the Indian Springs AAF. 
(See figure 1-2.) The present impacted areas in subranges 63 and 
65 consist of surface disturbance and targets (See table 1-2A for 
a description of facilities) on the valley floor and playas and 
are not readily visible to the casual viewer passing by on Highway 

LAND USE 

RECREATION 

The specialized use of an area of interest as the Nellis Air 
Force Range does not permit opportunities for public recreation 
at large. The entire Nellis AF Range is restricted from public 
use due to safety factors and national security. Limited access 
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has been given to education groups for field trips and studies 
where participant safety is assured. 

M 1i.WI" three counties (Clark, Lincoln, and Nye) in which the 
Nellis AF Range is located, there are 12,661,466 acres of public 

ThlS ^crea9e is composed of 12,566,809 acres of 
ederal, 93,576 acres of state, 25 acres of county, and 1,056 

l0Cal 1in^ l8]^" Recreation facilities within 200 miles 
Snm£ï?^an9V?ClUde Red ROGk Cany°n Recreation Area; the Toiyabe, 

¿ aCd IT Natl?nal Brests; Death Valley National Monu¬ 
ment; Lake Mead National Recreational Area; Desert National and 
Pharanagat National Wildlife Ranges; and a host of states parks 
inclutimg Cathedral Gorge, Echo Canyon, Eagle Valley, Beaver Dam, 
Valley of Fire and Overton Wildlife Management Area. 

The Desert National Wildlife Range's Corn Creek Field Station 
provides opportunities for sightseeing, animal photography, horse 

ÍaomonÍdlf9¿ ^ nature.trails• Ir* concert with wilderness man- 
mon? «p\íUtUre actlvltles Wlll be directed toward public enjoy- 

m°re remote portions of the area. Annually the FWS 
(and the Nevada Fish and Game Department) holds two trophy ram/ 

P hu^tS °n DNWR* The second of these hunts is 
Ü 4.the Proposed withdrawal area on the Pintwater and 

Desert Mountain Ranges. This requires a curtailment of Air Force 
durin3 the hunt. The FWS and the Nevada Fish and Game 

Department consider these annual hunts to be a vital part of 
managing the State Bighorn Sheep populations and the most bioloq- 

¿o?ld! SOUnd SyStem °f harvest on any big game species in the 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

and During 1956 the Air Force paid $708,000 to revoke grazing 

rÍhhtR0n the Nellis AF Range. Management agreements 
wndîîf. L Forca'KBLM' and FWS have been designed to protect 

life, horses, and burros on the Range, recognizing that the 
o?annn ^egetatl0n and animal competition coupled with the types 
of DOD operations are not compatible with domestic grazing. 

On November 21 and 22, 1977, 
BLM conducted an animal inventory 
tory showed 825 cattle (trespass). 

the Las Vegas District Office of 
on the North Range. The inven- 

BLM reported to the Air Force that trespass 
were removed from the Range in 1978. 

domestic livestock 

norhh^n ^,instaliad approximately 150 miles of fence along the 
northern border of the North Range to reduce the problem of tres- 
fln?oinoaZ1h9* ComPetition among the large animals (mule deer, 
anteiope, horses, and burros) which inhabit the range could 
present untenable management problems for protecting wildlife 
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AGRICULTURE 

There are no farming operations on the Nellis AF Range. Due 
to the soil structure and sparsity of rainfall, the Range possibly 
would not yield a very productive crop if it were open for agri¬ 
cultural use unless some irrigation was done. Potential agricul¬ 
tural sites on the Range have been identified by BLM and are 
located at Cactus Flats, Kawich Valley, Emigrant Valley, and the 
lower lake of Three Finger Lake on the South Range (Range 63) 
[12]. 

Irrigation in the area of the North Range would require 
water to be pumped from the Ash Meadows and Pahute Mesa ground- 
water systems. These two systems discharge annually about 17,000 
acre-feet and 10,000 acre-feet respectively. The discharge 
presently is transpired by plants or evaporated from soils and 
playas in the Amargosa Desert. Heavy pumping of the groundwater 
systems could alter the characteristics of the desert area. 

MINERAL RESOURCES 

A Stage One Minerals Inventory has been conducted by the U.S. 
Geological Survey and Bureau of Mines for the Nellis AF Range and 
immediate area [15]. The following summarizes this report. 

Mining activity in the study area, Nellis AF Range and adja¬ 
cent lands, began in the mid-1860's; with most of the gold-silver 
deposits being located during the early 1900's. Although interest 
in the area's mineral dep sits waned shortly after their discov¬ 
ery, activity at some sites continued sporadically through the 
1920's and 30's. Total mineral production in the area is not 
known, but, over half the properties listed in table 2-7 are 
reported to have had some output. Figures 2—9 shows the geograph¬ 
ical location of the mining districts in the study area. 

Little or no mineral exploration or related activity has 
occurred in the withdrawn area for nearly a half century because 
the Range has been withdrawn from operation of the mining laws. 
Nonetheless, geologic evidence and records of past mining activity 
support a premise that portions of the area could be a future 
source of selected mineral commodities to meet national 
requirements. 

Mineral commodities found in the Nellis AF Range area are 
gold, silver, copper, lead, zinc, mercury, tungsten, turquoise, 
sand, gravel, and limestone. Some of the area within the Nellis 
AF Range is prospectively valuable for sodium, potassium, alunite, 
and potash. Approximately the eastern half of the state of Nevada 
is prospectively valuable for oil and gas. Much of the North 
Range and a small portion of the South Range falls within this 
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TABLE 2-7 

MINES ON AND ADJACENT 

MINING DISTRICT 

1. Antelope Springs 
2. Arrowhead 

3. Cactus Springs 
4. Dike 

5. Dan Dale 

6. Eden 
7. Fluorine 

8. Frenchman Mountain 
9. Gass Peak 

10. Gold Crater 

11. Golden Arrow 
12. Goldfield 
13. Groom 

14. Kawich 

15. Mellan Mountain 
16. Mine Mountain 
17. Oak Springs 

18. Papoose 

19. Silverbow 
20. Stonewall 
21. Tolicha 
22. Trappmans 
23. Wa binon ie 

24. Wellington 
25. White Caps 
26. Wilson 

SOURCE: Reference 15. 

TO NELLIS AF RANGE 

COMMODITY NO. OF MINES 

Gold & Silver 3 

Copper, Lead, & Silver 1 

Gold, Silver, Turquoise 3 
Limestone & Lead 2 

Mercury, Lead, Silver, 3 
Copper, & Zinc 
Silver, Gold 4 

Fluorspar, Gold 2 
Gypsum 7 
Zinc, Silver, Lead, 3 
Gold, Building Stone 
Lead, Gold, Silver 1 
Silver, Gold 3 
Gold 1 

Lead, Zinc, Silver, Gold, 5 
Copper, Limestone 

Mercury, Gold, Manganese 6 
Gold 1 

Lead, Mercury, Silver 1 

Tungsten, Gold, Silver, 9 . 
Lead, Magnesite 
Silver, Gold, Lead 1 
Silver, Gold 4 
Silver 1 
Gold, Silver 5 
Gold, Silver 1 

Gold, Silver, Copper, 4 
Travertine 
Gold, Silver, Copper 4 
Lead i 

Silver, Gold 2 
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zone. Gypsum and limestone are probably the most valuable 
commodities produced in the vicinity of, but not in, the Nellis AF 
Range. The average annual gypsum and limestone output for the 
early 1960's was estimated at 1,000,000 and 500,000 tons 
respectively. Significant amounts of lead, silver, copper, and 
zinc have been recovered from the Groom mine about 3 miles east of 
the Range. (See Mining District No. 13 on figure 2-9.) 

. Within the study area most of the metalliferous mineral 
deposits consist of gold-silver minerals, occurring as fissure 
fillings and replacements in shear zones. Some deposits also con- 
mííÜKÍea^ ZÍnC' und c°PPer*. Several occurrences of tungsten and 
molybdenite have been found in one district. 

Areas having the highest geologic potential for mineral 
resources include the north end of the North Range, east of 
Goldfield, which may contain significant gold-silver deposits 

Yur^apif?ríng dÍ!trÍÍV20* 17 0n figure 2"9> at the n°rth end of Yucca Flat has potential for new discoveries for tungsten- 
molybedenum and lead-silver deposits. Also, inasmuch as uranium 

£ 1 ? tew.miles west 0f the Nellis AF Range and elsewhere in 
the Great Basin typically are found in Tertiary volcanic rocks and 

^ffaceOUS.Sedime2tary rocks of silicic composition, particularly 
in the vicinity of volcanic centers, it appears that a fairly 

areav,°f 9round having a potential for uranium resources could 
exist in the western part of the Range. Finally, some areas, 
mainly within mountain ranges, are covered by Tertiary volcanic 
rocks less than 1,000 feet thick, and areas up to several mUes 

Tac!,fheri?hn£n1rt0 th®.ran9es are covered by alluvial material 
less than 1,000 feet thick. The bedrock beneath this relatively 
thin cover in places, as around the north end of Yucca Flat, mav 
have a potential for mineral resources. Y 

= 4- ^ Th; t:ÍGS„a?f.BM rec°raraend that an onsite mineral resource 
íhe Nejiis Range should be conducted to determine areas 

having potential for mineral resources. Further geological, geo- 
fnd.feoPhysical investigations would be required to con¬ 

firm the significance of these potential resource area. 

WILDERNESS 

. . 0n Jane 13' 1974, FWS proposed 1,332,900 acres of the DNWR be 

U21<: °f the National Wilderness Preservation 
nXrSt£em* The ^ir Force ground-use areas, approximately 16% of the 
DNWR áre not included in the wilderness proposal [8]: Air space 

an by thV,ir,!°rCe in Nellis aciivuies inches 
ariesfofhehpr2«??®d area* Fi9ura 1~9 shows the bound- 
aries of the Nellis AF Range, DNWR, and the proposed wilderness 
arGa • 
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The MOU between the Air Force and FWS restricts target 
facilities on the South Range to below 3,600 foot elevation 
contour line in the Indian Springs Valley and below the 4,000 foot 
contour line in the Three Lake Valley. Within the limits of 
practicability aircraft cannot operate below 2,000 feet above 
ground level except when using air-to-ground targets and the 
runways at Indian Springs AAF. Air-to-air training and gunnery 
operations over subrange 62 and 64 (figure 1-2) must be conducted 
above 10,000 feet. 

Aircraft operations and training exercises are considerably 
different on the North Range from those conducted over the South 
Range. The North Range is a tactical range and in general 
requires the flexibility for aircraft to approach the targets from 
any direction. Ingress and egress routes to the subranges are 
estábilished by the aircrews based on the scenario they intend to 
fly. Many scenarios require low approaches (100 feet above ground 
level) to the target. Additionally, the aircrews perform final 
ordnance arming when they enter the North Range boundary. Final 
arming must be conducted over restricted land since there is a 
possibility of inadvertent ordnance release during the arming 
cycle. 

An evaluation of the North Range has been completed by BLM 
and indicates that the majority of the Range contains numerous 
hazards to human health and safety. Hazardous areas and con¬ 
ditions on the Nellis AF North Range include: 

- eight areas of radioactive contamination. 

- nine ordnance burial sites. 

- the TTR (369,000 acres) and the Pahute Mesa area 
(172,000 acres) which are also intensively used by DOE. 

- thirty-four extensive target arrays which are 
currently being intensively used, 

- electronic warfare and monitoring equipment on the 
higher terrain, 

- unexploded ordnance which has been dropped throughout 
the North Range over a period of about 40 years on established 
targets, targets of opportunity, land forms and other identifiable 
features. With the exception of established targets, the location 
and amount of unexploded ordnance is unknown. 

- restricted airspace, with no ground access allowed 
without close supervision. 

- numerous access roads which are currently used by the 
Air Force and DOE. 
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BLM has coordinated the North Range wilderness evaluation 
with representatives of the Sierra Club, Nevada Outdoor Recreation 
Association, and the University of Nevada, Reno, Recreati™ 
Department in March 1978 and subsequently with á repre^Ü^tive of 
Friends of Nevada Wilderness. The only area identified bv the 
representatives of the various groups was a part of the Kawich 
Range which extends into the North Range. (See figure 1-2 
subranges 72 and 73.) They felt this area should be inventoried 

in P L°tq4t^7q °f cr^lcal environmental concern as defined 
94-579 (areas within public lands where special management 

attention is required to protect and prevent irreoarabl#» . 
important historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife° 
resources or other natural systems or processes, or to proveí 
rinHnr?fHSafety natural hazards). The Air Force and BLM 
conducted a reconnaissance of the questioned area and concluded 
the resources are protected under the Five Party Cooperative 
Agreement (see page 1-34). Y ^00Peratlve 

and ?^°®^d^a^a^dshofaunexplodedaordnance^theSNorthSRangeais not"' 

LAND USE PLANS, CONTROLS AND CONSTRAINTS 

variousnpLorTnSln9 Íhe NelUs AF Ran9e have been withdrawn by anous PLOs, E.O., and one P.L. since 1940 Thp nat-irmai ««i ••• 
or using the public land is well es^biish¿d - nat!oÍaíade?eÍsey 
b^nrfer.-t? fs®ur? Pr°Per utilization of these lands, MOUs have 
been instituted with various Federal and State agencies, stiou- 
ating various controls and constraints. Air Force operations on 

the Range are in strict agreement with the aforementioned controls 

approved“3lntS and WU1 remain S° if the Proposed renewal is 

ltl0nal-Nevada state legislation thac concerns land use 
plans is given m table 2-8. Generally, these laws deal with 
solid waste disposal and control of fugitive dust. 

Use of the Range by the Air Force and DOE has contaminated 
various areas with ordnance and radioactivity. Although tíere 
have been many programs instituted by the Air Force toremov* 

S! S S 
moved to newrlocations^ov«*11 theSyears^arAdditionally^ 

the land not safe for public use in its present condition 
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

diviaLh%hBeUr“uo°„f int^numerous^areás^for stI?[sUcL0f COramerCe' 
purposes. Clark, Esmeralda, Lincoln and Nva 1 pro^ectlon 
as an economic unit in Southern Nevada and will be ísed^n íueated 
document as the region of influence. 06 USed ln thls 

POPULATION 

Nevada's population growth in the 
annually (fron,' 285,278 in'i«o“t¿n48eM86?n 5'53 PerCent 
rate of growth slowed to 4.28 percent between 19?0 . This annual 

and 1975. 

Betwe^6S°Kod 1975‘ 

3lOWed t0 4-3! percentSbetween*197oeandnt 

between 1970 and 1975. ' # at expanded to 58 percent 

EMPLOYMENT 

this region™^is"th^"resort* gating Ind"^1 number empl°^ in 
Vegas. Next in importance a?e Fede^^l Ser^ce^ín^ve^nH r? 
Counties. Third in siani f iservices in Nye and Clark 

employment benefits fllw mainly to CUr^Countv"9^ E?onomic and 
outside the basic sectors is primarily in «taii 
construction, transportation, equipment, utiliíil.^nd 
services [4]. utilities and government 

8,860 military and ciyililn oersonnef ?! ?? 9, ' currentli' employs 
area's largest emplojer. personnel ln clar)< County and is the 

1974 for ClarkliIsSe^rSre? indïStrial emPloy">ent in 1970 and 

in table 2-^^, Trand'o^^tí^ly^ C°UntleS iS pr°vidad 

2-38 



TABLE 2-9 

POPULATION FOR SELECTED COUNTIES AND STATE OF 
NEVADA 

1960, 1970 AND 1975 

Clark County 

Esmeralda County 

Lincoln County 

Nye County 

4 County Total 

Percent of State 

State of Nevada 

1960 1970 1975 

127,016 273,288 337,597 

619 629 862 

2,431 2,557 2,892 

4,374 5,599 6,400 

134,440 282,073 347,751 

47¾ 58¾ 58¾ 

285,278 488,738 602,793 

SOURCE: Bureau of Business and Economic Research, University of Nevada - 
Reno, Revised March, 1977. 



TABLE 2-1 OA 

CLARK COUNTY ESTABLISHMENT-BASED INDUSTRIAL EMPLOYMENT 
1970, 1974 

INDUSTRIAL SECTOR_ 

Mining 

Construction 

Manufacturing 

Public Utilities 

Trade 

Finance, Insurance & R.E. 

Services (1) 

Government 

Unemployment 

~ Employment by county 
1970 1974 

100 200 

7,400 9,000 

4.300 5,100 

7.300 8,700 

20,700 26,600 

4,200 5,700 

51,000 65,500 

16,200 18,500 

6,800 11,900 

% Change 

+100 

+ 22 

+ 19 

+ 19 

+ 29 

+ 36 

+ 30 

+ 15 

+ 74 

SOURCE: Manpower Data by Sector and County 1970 and 1974, Manpower 

Nevada!tÎ970aandRÎ974rCh’ Employment Security Department, Carson City, 

(1) Includes agricultural services and Firms not elsewhere classified. 
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TABLE 10-2B 

ESMERALDA COUNTY ESTABLISHMENT-BASED INDUSTRIAL EMPLOYMENT 
1970, 1974 

EMPLOYMENT BY COUNTY 
INDUSTRIAL SECTOR_1970_1974 

Mining 130 100 

Construction 40 30 

Manufacturing 0 0 

Public Utilities 0 0 

Trade 20 20 

Finance, Insurance & R.E. 0 0 

Services (1) * * 

Government 70 70 

Unemployment 10 20 

% Change 

- 23 

- 25 

+100 

SOURCE: Manpower Data by Sector and County 1970 and 1974, Manpower 
Information and Research, Employment Security Department, Carson City, 
Nevada, 1970 and 1974. 

(1) Includes agricultural services and firms not elsewhere classified. 

* Less than ten 
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TABLE 2-IOC 

LINCOLN COUNTY ESTABLISHMENT-BASED INDUSTRIAL EMPLOYMENT 
1970, 1974 

INDUSTRIAL SECTOR 

Mining 

Construction 

Manufacturing 

Public Utilities 

Trade 

Finance, Insurance & R.E. 

Services (1) 

Government 

Unemployment 

Employment by county 
1970 1974 

130 

30 

* 20 

80 go 

100 130 

* 10 

60 70 

270 290 

HO 100 

+ 13 

+ 30 

+ 67 

+ 7 

- 9 

SOURCE: Manpower Data by Sector and County 1970 and 1974 Mannnwa« 

NevaT 1970^¾^^^ Employment Security Department,’carson City, 

(1) Includes agricultural services and firms not elsewhere classified. 

* Less than ten 
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TABLE 2-lOD 

NYE COUNTY ESTABLISHMENT-BASED INDUSTRIAL EMPLOYMENT 
1970, 1974 

INDUSTRIAL SECTOR_ 

Mining 

Construction 

Manufacturing 

Public Utilities 

Trade 

Finance, Insurance & R.E. 

Services (1) 

Government 

Unemployment 

EMPLOYMENT BY COUNTY 
1970 1974 

350 

100 

10 

70 

270 

20 

5,090 

480 

40 

440 

110 

20 

no 
270 

50 

3,510 

460 

110 

% Change 

+ 26 

+ 11 

+100 

+ 57 

+150 

- 31 

- 4 

+175 

SOURCE: Manpower Data by Sector and County 1970 and 1974, Manpower 
Information and Research, Employment Security Department, Carson City, 
Nevada, 1970 and 1974. 

(1) Includes agricultural services and firms not elsewhere classified. 
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INCOME AND EXPENDITURES 

incorTh!„s§^r:„rNcír=¿*„tt?:s1^??i!4sí„na91!5nr:!1?f0per8onai 

p^Lri^:et^)¿3^nraennat ^îe ^’'^-ororpec- 
milXion, respectively in ?íê (5°-46 and ?2-85 
increase in personal income from si 1I2 to lî «ï” m a."larked 
This is a 46 percent increase o^r íhí / $1'664 million in 1974. 

comes from expansion in the Clark County service sector.^ '”aÍnly 

counties was $5,988^53^74 C$4r437ESândas4aíovÍn00ln and Nye 1974 (2). 9-1-3/4, $4,437, and $4,197 respectively in 

the TPWCSRange Group^fs^t^a^S?^«11'?,'• “ NelUs and 
fiscal year 1978. The operation* anH -8 million, respectively, in 

million? respectivelyÍn I^geîerir ¿h78 
budget includes funds for supplies,' eguipmen^ and servies'8'’3"0" 

About 60 percent of the payroll is soenh in i 
economy, it is estimated sPent ln the local 
and an additional 2,500 Air Forc^fLníi F°íCe families rent homes 
Ciarle County. °rCe familles have purchased homes in 

and Beatty (bot^toSnraî^in^ye^ounty ) ^^t3?90 3t Tonopah 
Force is under contract for mihod -¡¡ty * -At TonoPah/ the Air 
total cost of $490,476 per be^sPaces f" two motels for a 
personnel spend $212,200 per ye¡r in a!?tlc11Pated the Air Force 
for food and recreation. Personnel il0?al economy Tonopah 
$184,000 per year for rental aceommnd 10 jeatty spend about 
year for food and services? accommodatlo"s *nd about $114,900 per 

GOVERNMENT FINANCE AND TAXATION 

fiscafyeirw^mr EsLv^L" C?UntVas ^1,665,102,836 for 

combined assessed valuation of SBel ,9^9^7^0^^9^1-^71^^^ 

perseñt o^the^ssessed Îalultion^thiri^ludes"!'' £ÍVe 

tax^districts. exce^tîon'Îf special 
cent while Esmeraldl? Lincolnh Ld £ombined ?nit rate of 3.58 per- 
3.4 percent, respectively. ' yS Countles had 3.9, 3.5, and 
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Additional revenues should be generated in these four 
counties through the in-lieu tax. The in-lieu tax provides for 
the redistribution of Federal revenues to counties having Federal 
lands. These tax revenues go to county budgets, and should not 
appreciably affect the cities and towns. 

HOUSING 

Nellis AFB and the Range personnel predominately live in 
Clark and Nye Counties. In Nye County, the towns of Beatty and 
Tonopah are used by the Range personnel for lodging when working 
on the Range. 

DOI [20] reported 120,966 occupied housing units in the Las 
Vegas area* Of these, 73,389 are single-family, 33,089 are apart¬ 
ments, and 15,040 are mobile homes. There is no indication of the 
vacancy rates; however, based on housing surveys conducted by 
Nellis AFB, housing is available but often expensive to purchase. 
Nellis AFB provided 2,446 dorm spaces and 1,260 family housing 
units. In Tonopah and Beatty there were 970 and 3,337 housing1 
units, respectively [18]. In 1970, Nye County had a housing 
shortage of 313 units; with the Beatty and Tonopah townships 
representing 16.1 and 46.3 percent of the available housing units, 
and 22.4 and 42.1 percent of the county population, respectively 
[18]. 

It is estimated that 2,400 Air Force families rent homes and 
an additional 2,500 families have purchased homes in Clark County. 
All Air Force civilian personnel are restricted from military base 
housing; therefore, they either buy or rent housing accommodations 
in the Las Vegas - Henderson area. 

Range personnel who reside in Beatty, based on 1970 housing 
statistics, utilize about 11 percent of the available units. 
Military personnel in Tonopah use Air Force contracted quarters, 
and, therefore, do not contribute to the area's housing problems. 

In Tonopah there are 290 motel units of which the Air Force 
has contracted 101 for military personnel working in the TTR area 
of the North Range. It is reported through the Tonopah Convention 
Center that the yearly occupancy rate of the motels in Tonopah 
averages 90 percent. Based on an average room rate of about $20 
per day, plus a 5 percent room tax, the industry grosses about 
$1,226,400 annually. The Air Force current contract for the two 
motels is $490,476. This gives a combined income for the industry 
of $1,716,876. The Air Force contract is exempt from the room 
tax. 
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HEALTH FACILITIES 

Nye General Hospital (Tonopah), the only hosoital in 
County, provides acute and long-term care services. The servirp 

"Inf in,.TonoPah/ Goldfield, Warm Springs, silver' Peak 

2iaÄÄ?cr£: 

optometrist each spend two days per month in Nye County? 

SOCIAL ATTITODES, EXPECTATIONS, AND LIFE STYLE 

the s»aner^n?tLsnofhtheaHoapr?aHevOPdefíanAa?Ha-and in 

astÍeStaS attraCtiVe Places “ i"- Asked^todstatednegative0n'mUn” 

increasing^ai^pollutio^an^traffic3congestion “ 

particularlyWhospital a^'mlStcaî^re? °f 10031 SerVÍCeS' 

raMnnorfi and urban opinion leaders gave the most positive 
ratings to such factors as: a good olacp tn r-ai«=0 ^ 51V*ve 
ity of local schools; recreational 0pp«tÍ0it?«O Ld ^aljt?“^' 

aoeas 3 r°e«ai" ^-dyva°ít- 

that Clark County communities ar¿ g^d°^« ^"fivO?11"9 W3S 

::!ír¡^hof^?;,ra^u0^y[io¿a¥loaFsl"hao%e“ida-a 
children, fam^U^^e^r^Ä^^r 

for ?n0ire|0;!múÍítur1Ope«0n0?dstn?UStrÍa1 and «P^^ion 
receive less emphasili PerSOnal status and environmental concerns 

INFRASTRUCTURES 

Las VegOs^iií^i^cftrt8 j3 9e?9raphicaUy located northwest of 

n0?th"0e 2SU1i Hi9^r 95 °n the ^ ^ tlli. o the nortnside, 25, 9l, and 93 on the east side (see fio'r. i,, 

^ SI has 

Springs, (2) ^“-ea^ O^ess On ^nOv"»^0?3 thcr°U9h Indian 
25, (3) from the west via a road at îa fr°!î State Hi9hway 
west via county road nor?h of SprîngdaÎef'61^ ^ (4) fr°m the 
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The regional transportation network has approximately 20 
bridges and interchanges; about half of these are located on U.S. 
95 between Las Vegas and Tonopah. Bridge capacities are rated at 
20 tons gross vehicle weight [4]. The widths and carrying 
capacity of these structures are adequate to serve the Air Force 
transportation requirements. 

Electric power for the area is supplied by the Nevada Power 
Company, Valley Cooperative Association, Sierra Pacific Power 
Company, and Lincoln County Power District No. 1. The latter is 
planning to extend service to within ten miles of the Nellis AF 
Range [4]. There are four utility systems on the TTR and none 
on the southwest border of the Nellis Range. Some public 
utilities are routed along the southwest border of the Nellis 
Range and provide ample service to Indian Springs AAF and the 
South Range Area. 

Currently solid waste is disposed at the landfill at Indian 
Springs AAF. The fill site is 150 acres with approximately 50 
acres presently full. At the current rate of waste generation, 
200 tons/yr, the projected life of the facility is approximately 
ten years. Indian Springs AAF is currently working with local 
officials to obtain approval to use the Indian Springs municipal 
landfill. However, if this approval is not obtained, they will 
have to prepare a detailed design and operating plan to meet the 
State and Environmental Protection Agency Guidelines for the Land 
Disposal of Solid Waste (40 CFR 241). Future development of the 
maintenance complex for electronic warfare equipment (projected 
for the North Range) might require a landfill and sanitary sewage 
treatment system. As these facilities are defined, engineering 
plans will be instituted to assure all applicable regulations are 
met. 

HAZARDS AND SAFETY 

The main concerns associated with the use of the Nellis AF 
Range are aircraft noise, sonic booms, range contamination from 
unexploded ordnance, radioactivity, seismicity, and potential 
range fires. 

Supersonic activity is primarily associated with mock air¬ 
craft duels conducted in the Air Combat Maneuvering (ACM) area 
over the South Range. AMC missions are expected to generate some 
sonic boom overpressures up to 5 lb/ft2 which may extend in 
width on the ground from 30 to 35 miles at boom cutoff. 
Overpressure on the ground, at the cutoff point may be between 0.6 
and 1.2 lb/ft2 depending on source mach number and type of 
aircraft. 

Existing operational restrictions and the MOU with FWS 
require that supersonic activity avoid populated or otherwise 
sensitive areas. During a mock-duel, the aircraft usually are 
supersonic for a short period of time. The area in which aircraft 
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go.supersonic is generally the center of the individual trainina 
areas; however, sonic booms may occur over the entire training 9 

There is previous history of sonic booms oceurina in ¡ 
space over the Nellis AF Rangí. During ¡111, ?he Ii?9Fo2J 
Boom Repository reported 4,969 booms occuring on the Nellis AF 

Tjli The.^r F°rce Pr°iects a modest increase in ACM missions• 
therefore, this increased activity with respect to potential * 
impacts will be analyzed in this document? Potential 

radioI2ti?it?nh^1hfafety h?zar? from ^exploded ordnance and 
h ® b Previously addressed in this chapter- how- 

®verF potential is far too great not to be discussed her«» 
From October 1976 to September 1977 dQ 7sn mTnhi3003360 here* 
to surface clear%ïi Ï'7' 49f75° manhours were expended 
íoK Ina ?i?u w341'750 acres of ran9e land. This is a tedious 
job and, although meant to be thorough, no guarantee can be ai ven 
that additional ordnance is not preslni on the surface Tt ?» 
uncommon to find unexploded ordnance in areas that ha?¿ blln 
previously surveyed. No attempts have been made to remove 
subsurface ordnance except in those areas around the targets Due 
to erosion forces some subsurface ordnance is uncovered and then 
is accessible for collection. To completely remove ¡11 oídní™ 
from the range would mean essentially all vegetation would have^o 

wL? eLre cand th? i°PSOil bladed- íhe environmentalWconsequences 

pubncbaecíess9muest be° restricted!5 ^ C—^-"tly, 

area oTm^^s^î^S Ät^? ^^ 

within6?" SOme 4é°22 earth<ïuakes recorded between 1900 and 1974 
Th?hÍSc " aíea ofJ95»000 square miles, centered about the NTS. 
The NTS is located between the North and South Ranges of the 

t? dvents^i on??t2?fHthe earth^akes "ere 3¾5liquen- 

SeptembertÎ961ttoODecemberaÏ973,n'thereUwereO390*recorded^8eismicOm 
events located on the NTS. The vast majority of this activity was 

tests?SUlt °f nuclear tests and after-shocJcs related to those 

nf underground nuclear explosions are followed by a seauence 

tí ^?eía?amoÍ???keSnWhíCh m?y PerSÍSt frora hours a«d days ^d o several months. During the period prior to the cavitv col- 

theS?ipÍo?iv?fc?vit?eÍS?fÍÍty c?írelates with the deterioration of cavity- After collapse occurs, the after-shoric 
quence for smaller-yield events usually ceases completely For 

high-yreid events, after-shocJcs will coníinue to wcSr in the 
media surrounding the shock point. In such cases, there is an 

qeoloaie ^9n¡"ent of after-shock hypocenters with subsurface 
geologic structures. At one time, as many as 34 hiah-aain 
seismometers, located on and adjacent to Pahute Mesa, were 

1 ed m the study of the seismicity preceding and following 
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megaton explosions. These studies have shown thah in 

î^-ïdïz the 

?ener?y^^-?raC 

nuclear testing progra^d id “coproduce an^deíectâble^nf f 

iramediat^area ^ ln ^ 

fires caused by live^rdnance^aírcraft ÍS a. potentlal foe range 
Many aircraft training operations utiliz^îf»*8' !?r natural ">eans. 

pÄr^gen?!-^«rc^Hd^ !¥n0?S-v- 
xle^tr^lf neîsetbthe0^rUyhaor CaUS1a ^"!?rcan‘ 
natural means. The Air Force has faciîiti^reSHâre caiised by 
cannbe augmented by that of BLM and Fws to províd^fí^r^o^c-011 

conducted^aCseries^ofCsafetv ^d^'’2' and '-25' the D0E haa 

Uni6' nTdheSe baats0ha"£ecÎït:m?n,Ctrede«rlî?taï8o? ^^ÍS^^fof 

¿"nium^í 0pï5ioVnium?t0SeesiuUm!n^ we^lpíted 
sion products «ere priduc^1“ íhl'c^^íng^est.^ °ther £ÍS' 

conducted, offerruniquersitesWfore<!tad*ty 8*Peril"ents have been 
plutonium in the natural de«« I StUdles of tha behavior of 
DOE intentionally has preserved the«°!)«nt’ Eeco9nizing this, 
conducted to determine^« ~ bjese sites, studies have been 
nuclides in the soil biofaœ C^ntratl0n of Plutonium and other m cne sou, biota, and resuspension in the air. 

safetyns¿otteáreaVs.3°lJ ha- bSen d°ne in tha 
(4 pounds) of plutonium in the ten .^here is a total of ))3 curies 

acres (fenced area™ concentra?fn„r^Cen^meters of th8 323 
near ground zero, rana*» fr-nm i-5ntl°nS fa^103ctive isotopes, 
to about 2,800 n.icrocurieW,2S0”¿"°'“"es/m2 (Clean Slate I) 
get smaller with increasing distance from ground ^gesssiveiy 
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Radionuclide level? in and on vegetation correlate relatively 
well with levels in the soil. The greatest amount of 
radionuclides measured for vegetation is contributed by 
radioactive dust on the plants rather than by radioisotopes taken 
up into the plants through the roots. "The discrimination ratio 
against plutonium being absorbed into the plants by way of root 
uptake, for instance, is of the order of 10-5 as compared to 
the amount in the soil [3]." Radioactive levels on various 
species of plant surfaces can vary by four orders of magnitude, 
depending mainly on the ability of external surfaces of the plants 
to retain particles. The inventory of plutonium for plants in the 
study areas, in comparison to the inventory for soils, is very 
small; for example, the inventory of plutonium for plants at the 
Project 57 site is only 0.00265 curies, compared with the soil 
inventory of 44 curies [3]. 

Radioactivity levels in vertebrates vary considerably with 
species, their habitat, and residence time in the area. In 
general however, the quantities of radionuclides on external 
surfaces (skin and hair) and in the gastrointestinal tracts 
correlate well with the contaminated environment in which the 
vertebrates reside. Radioactivity levels of plutonium on external 
surfaces and in the gastrointestinal tracts are at about the same 
level or one order of magnitude less than in the soil. Plutonium 
levels in tissues range from about three to five orders of 
magnitude less than the levels in soil. These low levels of 
plutonium in tissue are explicable because of the high 
discrimination against plutonium (and other transuranics of 
interest here) being absorbed from the lungs or gastrointestinal 
tract. Correlative experiments with transuranic elements at the 
DOE farm on the NTS, and results for beef herd grazing and wild¬ 
life also demonstrate high discrimination (10-4 to 10“5) 
against transuranics. 

Another area of study has been the transport of plutonium 
through entrainment or resuspension in the air. Resuspension 
measurements of radioactive materials in the air show that on the 
average extremely low quantities (on the order of a billionth) of 
the surface materials are being resuspended in air above the study 
sites. Possibly these levels are particularly low because the 
areas are vegetated and have stable soil surfaces, thus allowing 
little soil erosion by wind, even at high wind speeds. 
Concentrations of radioisotopes in air decrease by orders of 
magnitude within a few thousand feet, as the suspended particles 
settle to the ground. Exept within the immediate area of the test 
shots, the radioactive materials in the air are close to worldwide 
or background levels. "Offsite measurements show no radioisotope 
concentrations which are statistically above those measured for 
many years. These observations appear to indicate that no 
detectable quantities of radioactive material are leaving the site 
via atmospheric resuspension [3]." 
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►h The potential spread of beryllium and depleted uranium from 

aîea of'hazird anïPihSiV® D®stru?t System (NEDS) test is another area of hazard and thus is described below. 

In the NEDS test, quantities of beryllium of the order of 2 2 
pounds and depleted uranium (where most of the U-235 isotope is 

°f íhe otder o£ 22 Pounds (0.003 curies) are usedf The 
earliest; tests were carried out unconfined, studying what forces 
containment casks would have to withstand. In these the ,,r»n?L 
was pattered in large pieces which could be recovered Sut of 
the beryilium was dispersed as a particulate too smlll tS r«“eS 
In subsequent tests containment casks are used, but some fail in 
these, about 80 percent of the uranium and 75 £«r«n? “ th¿ 
beryllium are in large enough pieces to recover. 

Ur^niimrt«S-,a naturally occurring element which in nature is 
t-hae°Se? 99*3% U-238, 0.7% U-235, and 0.0006% U-234. Each of 

fsot°Pes begin a series of decay products 
that end in a stable isotope of lead. Biological concentration of 

Umff10?9 the í00<? chai?s does n°t seem to occur [9]. The 
lef effects noted with animals and plants are attributed tõ tho 

^îCaî íOXÍCÍty 0£ Uranium rather thaS us "d“«uSuy.t0TSS 
chemical toxicity of uranium in humans relates to effects on 

Ï^VUnStl0nS- At lower levels these Changes are rlvlrsible in that they disappear when exposure stops, in disoersal nf 
pieces, plant toxicity may occur at soii ccmceÍ«aUoís near 50 
micrograms per gram of soil near the roots and acute toxicitv Iv 

a£ £9vels J9" ti"« this value [9], Since°the ï«ge pïeïïs 
too ?maMdfUp' there ?hould be minimal problems. That which is 
too small to recover has been evaluated by DOE (91 to be an 

plant^oxicityfr0blem in reSPeCt t0 ltS «diation or°pote«ial 

a nonradioactive element presenting two 
potential hazards to health. if inhaled over an extended tim* 
beryllium may lessen the efficiency of an individual's lunas and 
in severe cases may be fatal, if beryllium enters a brea? L ?he 

sSígÍMllv°rèmo^dllnI ^ £°rm until the beryllium is 
ed• Beryllium enters the body almost entirelv bv 

inhalation. The experiemental evidence is that little beívllium 
is absorbed through the intestinal wall. -Animals fed Remeta? 
or the metal oxide at a level of 5% of their diet absorbed ?ho 1 

periodsUSfS?eedîngy(9Kb ^ °n 9r0“th occurred over long 

Soil samples collected after a total of 18 NEDS indi 
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After evaluation of present knowledge of potential hazards of 
plutonium and other radionuclides disseminated into the natural 
environment by DOE operations on the NTS and the Nellis AF Range, 
the degree of hazard appears to be extremely low. DOE has com¬ 
mitted to continued surveillance of these areas to assure their 
established safety parameters provide maximum environmental pro¬ 
tection . 

Due to previous mining activity on the Nellis AF Range, there 
may be some open vertióle mine shafts that have not been fensed. 

There is a potential for range fires on the Nellis AF Range. 
Fires may originate from aircraft crashes, ordnance deliveries, or 
natural means. Depending upon the location of a fire, a few to 
several hundred acres could be burned. The amount and type of 
vegetation lost would be a factor of the fire location, density of 
vegetation and winds. During the infrequent years when there is 
an abnormally large vegetation cover (years of high fall precip¬ 
itation followed by adequate spring moisture to cause a heavy 
growth of ephemeral species) a considerable number of acres could 
be lost in a range fire. 

From 1976 to August 1980, there has been an average of 4.6 per year 
aircraft crashes on the Nellis AF Range. Historical records of 
the crashes do not indicate the magnitude of any range fire (or 
if in fact one did occur). Range personnel indicate very few of 
the fires that have occurred in the past were the result of ordnance 
deliveries or aircraft crashes. Normally, crash fires involve the 
aircraft and the immediate crash site. 
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CHAPTER III 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Impacts described within this section are those which are 
likely to occur should the Air Force be granted continued with¬ 
drawal of the public lands for use as the Nellis AF Range. 

Potential impacts are discussed and described in relation to 
the future plans of operation and developments for both the DOE 
and the Air Force. 

CLIMATE 

The climate of the study area should not be impacted by any 
of the future plans of operations and developments. The climate 
does, however, have an interrelationship with other potential 
impacts. Soil erosion, removal of vegetation, and subsequent 
revegetation on construction or target sites are controlled to 
some degree by climatic conditions. 

AIR QUALITY 

Pollutant contribution to local air quality would be gener¬ 
ated in the form of fugitive dust (from construction activities 
and range maintenance) and particulate and gaseous emissions from 
aircraft operations. Also ordnance detonation will cause fugitive 
dust, particulate and gaseous emissions. 

The quantity of dust generated from heavy construction oper¬ 
ations are generally proportional to the area of land being 
worked, level of activity, type soil, and inversely proportional 
to the square of the moisture content. EPA [16] has adopted an 
emission ¿actor of 1.2 tons per acre per month for fugitive dust 
generation from heavy construction activities. This factor is 
generally applicable to soils which have about 30 percent silt and 
a precipitation-evaporation (PE) index of 50. Soils on the Range 
average less than 5 percent silt and have a PE index of about 13. 
Considering the range of these values, the 1.2 tons per month 
should be sufficiently descriptive to indicate the magnitude of 
dust generation from heavy construction activities described in 
this document. Since installation of an electrical line will not 
involve grading, ground excavation, or cut and fill operations, 
the fugitive dust generation will be assessed by using one-half of 
the heavy construction emission factor. Even at this rate, the 
value is considered to be high but is a compromise between values 
for vehicles and heavy construction. 

Table 3-1 shows the projects which would generate fugitive 
dust during the construction phase. Fugitive dust impact would be 
intermittent and somewhat restricted to the local area. Emissions 
for underground nuclear testing are not 3-1 
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tabularized in table 3-1 since the majority of the projected 150 
acres per test would be disturbed during formation of the 
subsidence crater and no emission rates are available for this 
type of operation. It is emphasized that not all tests form 
subsidence craters. The underground nuclear waste burial project 
nnp1Jat^ f°i the Yucca Mountain area is in the concept stage. If 
DOE decides to proceed beyond the research and development stage, 
an environmental analysis would have to be prepared and would 9 
provide data on anticipated air quality impacts. 

In addition to those sources listed in table 3-1, fugitive 
dust would continue to be generated by vehicular traffic on qravel 
roads and maintenance activities arouíd target complexes. Once 
the road pro]ects are completed, vehicle generated dust should be 

/ah^rOX13ately }n half due to the stabilizing effect of the oil/chip and gravel surface. ut cne 

, at. Sinf® th® Projects and activities which generate fugitive 
dust wouid not be in one local area but would be spread out over 
the Range and may be constructed at different time periods, it is 

loLtnaíCXPat?^there ShOUld be any significant impact to the 
local air quality. Dispersion analysis of fugitive dust from road 

mic?oarim«°n indl£?tes 3 downwind particulate concentration of 50 
micrograms per cubic meter at one mile from the construction site 
At two miles, the concentration would decrease to 14 micrograms 
per cubic meter. These concentrations would be experienced for 
about two-thirds of the day, the remaining third ÎouïdEe ft 
normal background levels. Comparison of these figures with the 

fiîÎynEEaEfe^/?,: parti^lates (table 2-3) indicates the activity 
fo^thf aEff?1 10 exceedlng the Particulate air quality standards 

noil aircraft would emit large quantities of 
pollutants into the atmosphere. Table 3-2 shows the projected 

ai^raft eussions through 1985. Most of the Range train¬ 
ing operations are conducted in the morning and up through mid- 
afternoon to take advantage of the more stlble atmospEfEic condi- 
MnE«’ Jhermal Clses a,re characteristic of the afternoon condi- 
dEr?nr, ?d Pr<?blems in maintaining the aircraft on course 
during low level training; however, sorties are flown in thf 

vitiIE?°n When the Range tXme schedule is booked for morning acti- 

from Nellis^PB ^ the Nellis AF Range emanate rrom Neins AFB, secondary impacts to the Las Vegas Air Oualifv 

modE?aHaüCe Aíea be considered. Naugle [17] has dispersion 
modeled annual emissions from approximately 56,000 landings and 
take-offs from Nellis APB. Results of the Nellis APBportionof 
this 3tudy are shown in table 3-3. Values sh¿¿n repreKnt aîr- 
díistínÍ"113!cont“butlon to existing ambient air quality at a 
distance of three miles from the centerline of the runwav 
panson of the estimated annual concentrations, with the^nnSfl 
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average of pollutants shown in table 2-3, show quality conditions. 
Although the accuracy of this particular modeling study was not 
validated by comparing model predictions with actual air quality 
measurements, experience with air quality models of this type have 
shown them to be accurate within a factor of two. Within this 
range of accuracy, the Nellis AFB modeling reliability substan¬ 
tiates the contention that military aircraft activity does not 
significantly impact local air quality in the Las Vegas Air 
Quality Maintenance Area. 

TABLE 3-1 

PROJECTED ASSESSMENT OF FUGITIVE DUST GENERATION 

PROJECT 
TOTAL NO. OF EMISSION TONS¬ 
ACRES MONTHS ACRES/MO. RATE MO. 

ROADS 
EW TARGETS 
SUPPORT COMPLEX 
ELECTRIC LINE 
UNDERGROUND 
NUCLEAR TESTING 

NUCLEAR WASTE 
EXPLORATORY DRILLING 

585 40 
200 5 

4 3 
60 2 
150/SHOT - 

50 

14.6 1.2 
2.0 1.2 
1.3 1.2 

30.0 0.6 

17.6 
2.4 
1.6 

18.0 

TABLE 3-2 

PROJECTED 

POLLUTANT 

PARTICULATES 
CARBON MONOXIDE 
HYDROCARBONS 
NITROGEN OXIDES 
SULFUR OXIDES 

AIRCRAFT EMISSIONS 

1977 

243.6 
563.1 
38.5 

1,736.8 
151.6 

(metric tons/year) 

1985 

108.2 
413.5 
27.8 

2,182.2 
134.6 

TABLE 3-3 

DISPERSION ESTIMATE OF AIRCRAFT EMISSIONS AT NELLIS AFB 

POLLUTANT 
EMISSIONS 

(met, tons/yr) 
CONTRIBUTION TO AMBIENT 
CONCENTRATIONS (Uq/m3) 

PARTICULATES 35 
CARBON MONOXIDE 1100 
HYDROCARBONS 240 
NITROGEN OXIDES 200 
SULFUR OXIDES 23 

0.3 
13.1 
3.1 
1.5 
0.1 
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In order to relate the potential impacts of aircraft 

fÄ. ää %r- 
pAiin^I2^ crfs* JThe Nellis study involved about 39,000 acres 
Pollutants emitted above the mixing height exhibit verv litHo’*« 
no impact on local ground level air quality. Holzworth rîoï^hÎwc 
the annual average mixing height is about K100 feet in tho shows 
morning and ranges up to about 8,000 feet in late afternoon 

hörr^ielü ïln ^ Sions snown in table 3-2 will be emitted below the mixing height, 

over thT^oT^VT °f,iinPact' dispersion characteristics 

gitive dust to the same magnitude as present operations, 

atmosphere djílog^rillbacroperationrand^r^ tuíneied t0 the 

ble 9res 
For example, in 1975 and 1976 this release was 22 PaS‘" 
respectively [3], The amounts released in the future win11"*3' 

conditionsfePendln^ UP°n the Particular drilling and tuníel 

lTh? meafured concentrations of tritium and xenon-133 ah 

than oîo^percenrofth/concIntration^uidirfo^rsÎitfbîf 1SSS 
incrpa<5°h thS population» as set forth in ERDAM 0524 The 

discernible'^only^^applying'statistica^tech5 '°n”S^te haVe 15660 
Atmospheric dilution of tíe krípton-sl LduceS1?^3 t0 th! daU‘ 
to the point that they are noÆëcëabU ëf^siîë 

that te3tln9 in the fíL« „fu ¿rodLë 
thosePëbë«vëdnSndI?ël,(33.°f 9aäeous radionuclides greater than 

partiëuëi?ëCÊhiëiëLarribUtable.to the resuspension of dust 
been d^ctëd ÎS off-site °n'Si,:e has nevec 
future r31 " ? -f aamPles and is not expected to be in the 

DOE operations a” gî™ fn «f^n«°3.radÍOaCtÍVÍty ÍmpaCts fro"> 

The overall impact on air quality for the clark-Moha„a 

not Considered “sfgCCCCnC. COntr01 Re9ions is 
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TOPOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGICAL SETTING 

Construction of the proposed facilities and continued opera- 
tions of the Nellis AF Range would not impact the topography in a 
significant way. Some land features would be altered by con¬ 
structing the EW sites and gravel pits which are required in the 
roads improvement project. 

Ordnance dropped on the Range by the Air Force and DOE on the 
TTR and underground explosions on Pahute Mesa would continue to 
scar the surface. However, the magnitude (acres) of these scars 
would remain small in comparison to the total acreage of the Range 
and the presently altered areas. Currently 0.4% of the Range 
acreage has been disturbed. The proposed action will increase 
this to about 0.6%. 

Energy Research Development and Administration (now DOE) [3] 
has studied the seismicity pattern of Pahute Mesa in connection 
with high yield tests. Ground motion from some explosions can be 
expected to cause displacement along pre-existing faults near the 
explosion sites. "Any displacement along pre-existing faults is 
not expected to extend beyond the boundaries of the test areas and 
none will produce any significant environmental effect insofar as 
present or forseeable use of the test site is concerned (3)." 

SOILS AND WATERSHED 

Disturbance of the soil profile by the construction activ¬ 
ities and continued ordnance deliveries by both the Air Force and 
DOE would impact the soils of the Range. Activities which compact 
the soil will reduce infiltration rates and increase the potential 
for sheet and rill erosion. When organic matter is displaced the 
raindrop splash effect would occur with subsequent overland flow 
and erosion. In lower elevations, natural rehabilitation is 
slower than at higher elevations due to the dryer climate. Soil 
disturbance at low elevations would not entail as much vegetation 
disturbance per acre as would be in higher elevations; but, the 
disturbance would be just as permanent. Most of the soil in areas 
where construction would take place is easily eroded by wind and 
water. Water erosion is predominant at the higher elevations and 
wind is the stronger erosion force at lower elevations. It is 
pointed out that the lack of definitive soil surveys on the Range 
prevents any quantative estimates of the amount of soil compaction 
or loss due to erosion. Overgrazing resulting from uncontrolled 
numbers of wild horses on the Wild Horse Range could result in 
increased soil loses and watershed degredation. 

The proposed construction activities and underground nuclear 
testing would involve approximately 7,600 additional acres; how¬ 
ever, 585 acres, shown in table 3-1, concern road repair through¬ 
out the North and South Range. About 25% of the mileage would 
require widening the road to a standard 14 foot width. Standard¬ 
ization of the road widths would impact 134 presently 
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undisturbed acres. This additional acreage is required to provide 
proper drainage to prevent increased erosion potential. The 
remaining road repair activities would be within the existing 
roadbed. 

Construction of the EW sites and associated roads would 
require a total of 200 acres. Vegetation and some topsoil would 
be removed in order to construct a level concrete pad for the 
equipment. The EW Support Complex would require vegetation and 
topsoil removal from approximately four acres. The water well, to 
be constructed for the support complex, would require some 
vegetation removal and alteration of the soil profile in the 
immediate area of construction. Soil disturbance is expected to 
come from compaction due to heavy equipment and spread of 
subsurface materials on the ground surface. The acreage involved 
has been integrated into the four acres for the support complex. 
About 60 acres of soil would be impacted from installing five 
miles of above ground electrical lines to provide power to the 
support facility. 

Ordnance deliveries by the Air Force and DOE would continue 
cratering and mixing the soils in the immediate vicinity of the 
targets. Continued impact to the target areas is not expected to 
significantly change the presently altered conditions. 

Underground testing on Pahute Mesa by DOE is anticipated to 
disturb 150 acres per test if subsidence craters are formed. 
Based on past experience, it can be expected that not all tests on 
Pahute Mesa will form subsidence craters; however, subsidence 
material would change the soil profile in the surface zero area. 
If DOE continues the current rate of testing, about 6,750 acres of 
soil would be disturbed at Pahute Mesa. These impacts are of more 
concern to vegetation and consequently will be discussed later. 
More detailed analysis of soil impacts is provided in reference 
3. 

Presently the impacted acreage on the range is 0.41% of the 
total acreage. The proposed activity will increase this to 0.67%. 
Appropriate engineering design practices will be applied on the 
construction projects to minimize the potential impact to the 
watershed. Thus the cumulative impacts to the soil and watershed 
resources of the Nellis AF Range are not considered to be 
significant. 

WATER RESOURCES 

The Air Force activities on the Nellis AF Range are not 
expected to have any significant impact to surface (springs) water 
improvements, or subsurface waters. 

In order to provide the water required for the support 
facility, a well would have to be installed. Capacity is expected 
to be approximately 31,000 gallons per day. Since the site 
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selection for the support complex and well have not yet been 
identified, it is difficult to project which subhydrographic 
region would be used for the water supply. Figure 2-5 shows the 
estimated perennial yield and storage for each groundwater basin 
on the Range. Based on data provided here the Gold Flats and 
Sarcobatus Flats hydrographic region could supply the required 
amount of water with minimum impacts. If the well is placed in 
the Cactus Flats hydrographic basin, a more pronounced impact 
would occur due to the limited perennial yield. 

Underground nuclear explosions on Pahute Mesa have the 
potential to locally contaminate the groundwater system. 
Infiltration of surface water caught where subsidence craters are 
formed will be somewhat greater than normal because of the 
increased permeability of the broken rock. However, infiltration 
through the cavity itself will be slowed because of the explosion 
compacted glazed envelope surrounding the cavity and the low 
permeability of the rock beneath the cavity. Additionally, the 
contaminated water must flow through tuffaceous rocks which have a 
relatively high ion-exchange for radionuclides. Any water 
reaching the water table may carry dilute concentrations of 
radionuclides. 

The DOE groundwater monitoring program for sites on, and 
adjacent to, the NTS show the gross beta activity to be about 10 
pCi/1 and a small amount of tritium (average of 15pCi/l) but no 
soluble decay products such as strontium-90 or cesium-137. The 
soluble isotopes have either been absorbed by the high 
ion-exchange capacity of the zeolitized tuffs or have such a slow 
migration velocity that they have not reached the sampling 
points. 

The DOE (3), evaluated the potential for tritium contamina¬ 
tion of the Ash Meadows water system from operations in Yucca 
Flats. When comparing the aquifer discharge rate and the 300 
years required for the water to flow from Yucca Flat to Ash 
Meadows, it was determined that at least 4z0 billion curies of 
tritium would have to be injected in the aquifer under Yucca Flat 
in order to produce a concentration equal to the DOE standard of 
IxlO6 pCi/1. "This amount, of course, is many orders of 
magnitude above all of the tritium associated with nuclear testing 
at the NTS (3)." If the same rationale is applied to the EPA 
tritium standard of 2x104 pCi/1, it would take about 9 billion 
curies per year to equal the standard in the Ash Meadows water 
system. Again, this is many times greater than the tritium 
associated with nuclear testing. DOE (3) reports it would take at 
least 1000 years for water on Pahute Mesa to leave government 
controlled land. Thus, it can be seen that an even greater amount 
of tritium would have to be injected in the groundwater below 
Pahute Mesa before the EPA standard would be exceeded. 
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The concentrations of other isotopes having longer half-lives 
will not be reduced as rapidly by radioactive decay; but, they 
will be slowed by sorptive processes and are not anticipated to 
pose a future hazard. The ion-exchange capacity of the alluvium 
and tuffs appear to be the best defense against transport of the 
very long-lived nuclides. 

VEGETATION 

Impacts associated with the proposed action include clearing 
of vegetation from the electronic warfare sites, maintenance com¬ 
plex construction area, and widening the roadways in various 
portions of the Range. Other construction activities which do not 
require actual blading of the soil surface would still result in 
some trampling and crushing of - vegetation. 

Table 1-6 shows the projected acreage for each construction 
project. The road repair project indicates 585 acres of virgin 
soils will be impacted. It is estimated that an 8 foot buffer 
zone on each side of the roads would receive some vegetation 
impact, that is, root damage, crushing or dust coated leaves 
(preventing respiration). It is estimated that the EW sites, sup¬ 
port facility, and electric line will involve 200, 4, and 60 acres 
of vegetation impact, respectively, or a total of 849 acres of 
vegetation will be removed or altered due to Air Force construc¬ 
tion . 

It is projected that 93 acres of vegetation will be impacted 
on the Wild Horse Range from the above discussed road improvements 
and the location of new electronic warfare simulators. The net 
result of the proposed action would make an additional 234 acres 
of land available for natural revegetation on the Wild Horse Ranoe 
because the Air Force plans to delete target facilities in sub- 
ranges 72 and 73. Since the proposed action would return more 
than twice the anticipated acreage to be impacted on the 'Wild 
Horse Range, there should be a long-term net gain in animal unit 
months for horses. Increased numbers of wild horses could lead to 
a significant decrease in vegetative conditions. Road construc¬ 
tion on the South Range would impact about 140 acres of Southern 
Desert Shrub and 10 acres of barren land (see table 1-6). 

The DOE operations on Pahute Mesa and Yucca Mountain (if DOE 
adopts the program) will disturb approximately 150 acres/shot and 
2 acres per site, respectively. Site preparation activity for 
future shots at Pahute Mesa are scheduled to continue and may 
average three shots per year. At this rate, about 6,750 acres of 
soil, which support some vegetation, would be impacted. Impacts 
to vegetation would be root damage, crushing, dust coated leaves, 
and removal of plants during the construction and formation of the 
subsidence crater. There are no current projections on the number 
of underground burial sites DOE would require on Yucca Mountain. 
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A set of shipping container explosion tests, conducted on the 
TTR, have scattered some beryllium and depleted uranium in the 
test area. (Depleted uranium is uranium from which most of the 
u-235 isotope has been removed.) "The chief effects noted with 
animals and plants are attributed to the chemical toxicity of 
uranium rather than its radioactivity (9)." In dispersal of large 
pieces, plant toxicity may occur at soil concentrations near 50 
parts per million near the roots and acute toxicity may occur at 
levels ten times this value. Beryllium is no paramount problem to 
plants unless present in high concentrations, which is not 
expected to occur at the TTR. 

The explosion testing of shipping containers for radioactive 
waste material normally scatter large pieces of debris, 
consequently, "about 80 percent of the uranium and 7 percent of 
the beryllium are in large enough pieces to recover (9)." Soil 
samples collected after a total of 18 of the tests indicated that 
beryllium levels in the soil are less than the limit of detection 
of analytical analysis. 

To assure protection and preservation of proposed endangered 
or threatened plant species, construction and operational 
activities would have to be conducted in areas free from those 
plants listed in table 2—5. Roads (11), in summary, has concluded 
that underground nuclear tests are not a hazard to the candidate 
endangered plant species except for galium hilendiae var. 
kingstonense. This plant is not in the Pahute Mesa area and, 
consequently, should not be impacted by DOE operations conducted 
in that area (See figure 2-5). 

It is anticipated that continuing activities on the Range 
during the proposed withdrawal will remove or alter approximately 
7,600 acres of vegetation. This is a small percentage of the 
total Range acreage and thus is not considered to be a significant 
impact. 

ANIMALS 

The primary impacts of the proposed Range renewal, and the 
associated construction activities, to wildlife populations and 
habitats would be the removal of vegetation. The ground cover 
represents wildlife food, nesting or fawning sites, and protection 
from the climatic conditions on the desert. 

Figure 2-6 shows that the vegetal cover on the north Range is 
predominantly salt desert shrub and that on the portion of the 
South Range, where the Air Force is allowed ground activity is 
composed mainly of southern desert shrub. Table 2-6 shows the 
animal species which frequent these vegetal communities. 
Consequently, significant impact to these communities would impact 
the wildlife. 

3-9 



As described in the preceding vegetation section, a verv 
small percentage of the habitat would be impacted due to proposed 
continued activities and construction projects, it is not 
expected that this loss of habitat will be significant to the 
enit]fecRange but could affect localized areas. Animals or 
wildlife that frequent these locally affected areas would be 
forced to seek habitat in another location, if the habitat is at 
its carrying capacity, some of the dispersed animals could be lost 

location°PUlatl0n dynamics or their inability to adapt in the new 

Since there would be increased aircraft activity and new 
electronic warfare sites, there would be an increased potential 
for electromagnetic radiation impacts. ^ 

USAF (1) provides a review of electromagnetic radiation bv 
several authors. Although most authors were concerned with human 
exposures, some animal studies were reported, with respect to 
thermal effects, the bloodstream is important in distributing and 
dissipating body heat. It can be expected that regions of tSe 
body with a poorly developed vascular system, such as the eye 
VnnldM/e fsPeclally sensitive to radiation. Exposure levels of 
100 mw/cm2 for one hour to 2450 MHz radiation has been shown to 

inUrahb^malpCOa9Ulatî°n °f lenS pr?tein and cataract formation 
t^‘• TExperiments at 50 mW/cm^ for one hour to 2450 MHz 

repeated daily, apparently do not cause discernible eye damage. 

There is no electromagnetic radiation standard for wildlife- 
however, the American Conference of Governmental Industrial 

/eC2minend occuPational exposures be limited to 10 mW/cm2 
for periods of six minutes or more. This level of control should 
prevent elevation of the body temperature above one degree 
centigrade. The standard provides a safety factor of about 10 for 

animals?** ^ Pr°VÍde 3 dagree of P^ecUon for 

Th.e Fo^e has adopted the above standard and has 
determined the distance personnel must maintain from the main beam 
nf hh? antennaa ln order to not exceed the 10mW/cm^ value. Review 
of the transmitters to be used show the safe-separation-distance 
to range from a few feet up to 407 feet. oiscance 

ah Jhe area around transmitters and antennas are posted 
at the 0mW/cm electromagnetic radiation level to protect 
personnel, no fences are installed to exclude wildlife because th* 
antennas are elevated above ground level and cannot be ooerated in 
a negative tilt direction. This prevents S?ldU?e on the Sound 
from being exposed to the main beam. ^ 

limihIShS0f?nblalK-mSaCt t0 wildlife is small and would be 
¿ithinV«JÍy«ng I * Wï1Ch may paSS throu9h the main beam within a safe separation distance. Due to the width of the 
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electromagnetic radiation beam, birds would easily transit the 
area in a few seconds and should not be exposed for a time period 
sufficient to create a significant impact. Microwave radiation 
from these radars will be similar to existing military and 
civilian radar systems which have been operating continuously for 
many years without any noticeable ecological damage. 

Impacts to wildlife from future underground nuclear testing 
has been shown by DOE (3) to be minor and are primarily associated 
with the loss of habitat. 

Impacts due to noise and sonic booms are discussed in the 
Hazards and Safety section of this chapter. 

ANTIQUITIES 

The cultural resources on the Nellis AF Range could be 
damaged by construction activities or ordnance drops. To assure 
the resources are protected the Air Force has adopted an 
affirmative action policy to survey the Range and locate the 
historical and archaeological sites. When the surveys are 
completed the data will be available for the Nevada State Historic 
Preservation Officer to review and determine if any sites meet the 
criteria for nomination to the National Register for Historic 
Places. 

Sites which meet the criteria for inclusion in the National 
Register for Historic Places will be provided the required 
protection. 

VISUAL IMPACTS 

There should be no significant change to the current level of 
visual impacts since construction and operational activities will 
be in the background (5-15 miles from the borders of the Range). 

LAND USE 

RECREATION 

Impacts to the recreationist, and recreation resources, vary 
in degree and intensity; and, the effects of certain impacts may 
differ between individuals or groups. 

Recreation on the Nellis AF Range has been prohibited for 
many years due to national security and recreationist safety. 
Renewal of the withdrawal would continue to close the land to 
general recreational activities. The annual bighorn sheep hunt 
would be continued in conjunction with game management objectives 
of FWS and the State of Nevada. 
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Continued foreclosure of recreation resources on the Nellis 
AF Range affects ó percent of the public lands in Nevada and is 
considered not to be a significant impact. The Nevada Division of 
Parks has an agreement with the Air Force to allow them to 
inventory the Nellis AF Range for recreational potential and sites 
in order to complete their state wide survey. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Livestock grazing rights were purchased by the Air Force in 
1956. Since this time, trespass grazing of domestic cattle has 
occurred. In November, 1977 BLM inventoried the North Range and 
counted 825 domestic cattle; however, they were removed in ’978. 

To assist in preventing trespass grazing, BLM has installed 
approximately 150 miles of fence along the Northern border of the 
North Range. BLM and the Air Force consider this action is 
necessary to protect the wild horses, burros, mule deer, and 
antelope on the Range. 

AGRICULTURE 

Impact to potential agriculture land is considered to be 
minor. BLM (12) has identified Cactus Flats, Gold Flats, Kawich 
Valley, Emigrant Valley, and the lower lake of Three Lake Valley 
as having some agricultural potential. Although this potential 
exists, it is considered to be submarginal-to-marginal. Soil in 
the questioned area is fairly saline and water availability is 
low. Consequently, these areas are not listed by BLM as being 
valuable agricultural resource lands. More detailed analysis of 
these summarized conclusions is provided in reference 12. 
Additionally, the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) states they do 
not feel there are any prime or unique farmlands on the Range. As 
funds permit, they will make an official determination. 

MINERAL RESOURCES 

An extensive literature search and a review of core drilling 
data provided by the DOE has been conducted by BM and U.S.G.S. to 
evaluate the mineral potential on the Nellis AF Range. 

Little or no mineral exploration, or related activity, has 
occurred in the withdrawn area for nearly a half century; however, 
Cornwall and Norberg (15) indicates geologic evidence and records 
of past raining activity support a premise that portions of the 
area could be a future source of selected mineral commodities to 
meet national requirements. 

Cornwall and Norberg[15] suggests that mineral resources may 
be in the north end of the North Range, east of Goldfield around 
the Cactus and Kawich Ranges, and in the Oak Springs district (No. 
17 on figure 2-9) at the north-east end of the NTS. Further 
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geological, geochemical, and geophysical investigations would be 
required to more accurately delineate the nature and extent of 
significant mineral resource occurrences. 

The DOI and DOD are currently negotiating an interagency 
agreement on mineral survey requirements for military withdrawn 
lands. As soon as the survey policy is completed, the Nellis AF 
Range will be available for BLM to conduct more extensive 
investigations to document the mineral base on the Range. If 
these surveys show the Range contains a commodity vital to the 
national needs, the Range withdrawal may have to be modified and a 
mineral management plan developed amoung all interested parties. 

WILDERNESS 

As required by the FLPMA of 1976, P.L 94-579, BLM is 
responsible for conducting Inventories/Evaluations on public lands 
under their jurisdictions to determine roadless areas and islands 
which may have wilderness characteristics and value. Conditions 
on the Nellis AF North Range are considered by BLM to pose a 
health and safety hazard. Evaluation of these conditions 
identified that criteria for roadless areas do not exist on the 
North Range. Therefore, the Range does not meet the minimum BLM 
requirements for a wilderness study area. 

Although ground impact areas on the South Range are 
specifically outside of the areas of the wilderness consideration, 
the problem of aircraft overflight remains. Obviously, where low 
overflights occur, noise will have a detrimental effect on 
wilderness users and possibly on wildlife as well. As a result, 
some users may suffer an adverse impact to their wilderness 
experience. The proposed wilderness area on the DNWR has to be 
managed by FWS as a "de facto" wilderness in order to prevent 
activities which may alter the wilderness characteristics. FWS[8] 
states the proposed wilderness will not affect the Air Force's use 
of the Nellis AF Range for bombing and gunnery practice, nor will 
it affect overflight of aircraft. Therefore, it is concluded that 
continued military use of the area in accordance with the MOU will 
not prevent FWS from managing the area as a de facto wilderness. 
This does not include that portion of the wilderness proposal 
under the area which is not a part of this proposed action. 

The MOU states aircraft operations, where practical, should 
be restricted to a minimum of 2,000 feet above ground level (AGL). 
This does not prohibit low level flight that are required to 
perform a special training mission. Depending on the location of 
a wilderness user or wildlife (specifically bighorn sheep) in 
respect to the aircraft flight track, the noise level may or may 
not have a detrimental effect. In some locations on the Range, 
flying more often at altitudes lower than 2,000 feet AGL could 
lessen noise impacts to bighorn sheep. It is well documented the 
primary habitat of desert bighorn sheep is the more rugged terrain 
of mountains. The graph below clearly shows the relationship of 
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noise (propagation) at horizontal distances for the noisiest 
aircraft using the Range. Directly beneath the flight track (zero 
horizontal distance) an F-4 aircraft flying at 200 feet AGL 

would be 14 dB(A) louder than one at 2,000 feet AGL. At about 
2,300 feet from the flight track the noise level would be about 
the same. Distances greater than 2,300 feet from the flight track 
will receive less noise from the aircraft flying at 200 feet AGL 
than one at 2,000 feet AGL. AT 20,000 feet from the flight track 
the aircraft flying at 200 feet AGL would be 10dB(A) quieter than 
one at 2,000 feet AGL. 

In summary, low overflights produce more noise out to a 
distance of about 2,300 feet either side of the flight track, at 
greater distances low overflights create less of a noise impact. 
Due to the terrain on the Range, low level flights predominantly 
occur in the valleys, most of which vary from four to six miles 
wide, and thus produce less total noise impact than if all 
operations were entirely restricted to 2,000 feet AGL. However, 
if a wilderness seeker or wildlife are within 2,300 feet of the 
flight tract of a low level aircraft the chance for some type of 
disturbance increases. This is a continuing subject of discussion 
between the FWS and the Air Force. 

LAND USE PLANS, CONTROLS, AND CONSTRAINTS 

The MOUs between the various use agencies provide necessary 
controls to guard against conflicts of land use. These agreements 
have generally been effective in the past? MOU's will be continued 
or renegotiated as necessary if the withdrawal is renewed. 

Construction activities and future operations will be 
performed commensurate with all applicable laws concerning land 
use. 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

POPULATION 

It is anticipated that the Nellis AF Range personnel work 
force will increase by about 550 persons by fiscal year 1983 once the 
EW sites and support facilities are completed. Personnel assigned 
to the Range will be on temporary duty status, living in transient 
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quarters on the Range during the week and returning to the Nellis 
AFB/Las Vegas area for the weekends. Based on an average family 
size of 3.5, this would add 1,925 additional people to the 
expected population by 1983. Some induced population gains in the 
region of influence may result from implementation of the proposed 
action. The areas multiplier for indirect employment (21) indi¬ 
cates 330 new jobs would be created. Many of these jobs may be 
filled by unemployed people in the area; however, under a worst 
case condition, these jobs would attract people from outside the 
region of influence. In this case, another 1150 people (including 
the average family size of 3.5) would be added to the expected 
population. 

It is anticipated the population increase would occur mainly 
in Clark County, in the Las Vegas-Henderson area (See table 3-4). 

Currently, there are about 70 military personnel living in 
Beatty and 177 in Tonopah on a temporary duty status. Personnel 
in Beatty rent homes, trailers, and apartments for housing accom¬ 
modations and thus are somewhat integrated into the town economy. 
It is doubtful that they provide the same economic stimulus as a 
full time resident since most of their shopping is done in the 
facilities at Nellis AFB. However, if they were completely 
dependent on the local resources, the proposed action could reduce 
the town population by 217 people if they did not accept other 
local employment or join the unemployment ranks. 

Personnel in Tonopah live in motels contracted by the Air 
Force and thus, are considered a static type tourist in respect to 
the economic stimulus the^ provide to the community. Since the 
Tonopah Convention Center predicts the motel occupancy rate will 
not decline, if the Air Force moves onto the Range, it is con¬ 
cluded there would not be any decrease in employment and no 
decline in the population. 

EMPLOYMENT 

The proposed action would add about 550 military personnel by 
1983. Another 330 jobs would be created through indirect employ¬ 
ment. It is anticipated these indirect jobs would be created in 
the Las Vegas area. 

Since the military personnel living in Beatty would move onto 
the Range, into military furnished dormitories, employment would 
probably decrease. Under worst conditions, it is anticipated 42 
jobs would be lost in Beatty. No decrease is projected for 
Tonopah. These jobs would come from the trade and services 
sector. As can be seen in Table 2-10D, Nye County services 
sector of the industrial employment for 1970 and 1974 declined 
from 5,090 to 3,510. Additional declines in this area could have 
a significant impact on the county and even more specific in 
Beatty. 
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TABLE 3-4 

ESTIMATED POPULATION BY COUNTY PLUS 
GROWTH FROM NELLIS AF RANGE PERSONNEL 

COUNTY 

Clark 

Esmeralda 

Lincoln 

Nye 

4 - County Total 

ESTIMATED POPULATION ADDITIONAL 
Hi 1980 (2) POPULATION 

404,533 

963 

2,910 

7,330 

415,736 

3075 

3075 

TOTAL 

407,608 

963 

2,910 

7,330 

418,811 

(/n) Bureau of Business and Economic Research, University 
of Nevada/Reno, Revised March 1977. ' university 

(2) Estimated by Nellis AFB. 

197° Census of Population Detailed Characteristics - Nevada 
U.S.D.C., Bureau of the Census (Average Family Size 3.48). 
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The overall impact on employment would be positive for the 
study area, with negative impacts at Beatty. Relief is available 
to impacted communities and individuals that may be affected by 
changes of defense programs. Assistance is provided to help 
reduce dependence on defense activities and to make necessary 
adjustments when changes cause serious impacts. 

Request for economic adjustment planning and project 
assistance may be addressed to: Chairman, Economic Adjustment 
Committee, Office of the Secretary of Defense, Attention: 
Director of Adjustment, Room 3E 772, Pentagon, Washington, D.C., 
20301. 

With the assistance available to Beatty, projects and 
programs can be developed prior to the decline in employment 
related directed or indirectly to the military activities and 
prevent a significant long term impact. 

INCOME AND EXPENDITURES 

It is anticipated that the proposed action will increase the 
area income by $6.9 million dollars. The operations and 
maintenance budget for Nellis AFB and the Range will probably 
remain close to the fiscal year 1978 figures, $29.8 and $32.5 
million, respectively. Therefore, the proposed action would 
continue to provide some stimulus to the regional economy. 

Income and expenditures at Tonopah would be reduced by 
$702,676 per year (however, this is anticipated to be off-set by 
increased accommodations for tourists), and $459,118 per year at 
Beatty. 

On a regional basis, the proposed action has positive 
benefits; however, in Beatty, minor impacts may be experienced. 
Again, relief is available through the Economic Adjustment 
Committee with DOD. Therefore, there should not be significant 
impacts to the community. 

GOVERNMENT FINANCE AND TAXATION 

No significant changes are anticipated in the finance and 
taxation programs in the affected area. 

HOUSING 

DOI reported the median growth population for Las Vegas in 
1985 and 2000 to be about 520,000 and 750,000, respectively. It 
is anticipated that about 118,500 family units will have to be 
constructed to support the projected population growth by the year 
2000. [20] 
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A*?ut 88? units will be required in the Las Vegas area to 
house the military personnel and indirect civilian population 

*?„\heSUlK °Vhl? action- Housing surveys conduct by 
Nellis AFB shown housing is adequate in the area to support the7 
airmen? however' it 13 often expensive for the lower grade 

Tff fcUIn ^870 Nye County had a deficit of 313 housing units (18) 
If this condition existed today, removal of military personnel 

availabl^for^íh free ^me of.the housing assets and make them 
available for other residents in the community. 

.. 0If the Air FoÇce did not elect to construct dormitories on 
the Range, the additional 550 personnel would create a significant 
impact on the local housing market in Beatty and would tie-up most 

sunnor*-1"^?1 ln TonoPah* Comparing the current cost to 
support 247 military personnel in the Beatty-Tonopah area to th* 
projected 1983 manning of about 800, the Air Force win saïe a 

Sum bï providing the dormitories. Based on current 
d?iíarS and COSt 0f suPP°rt' the Air Force would spend about $32 
million per year during and after 1983. The two dormitories are 
projected to cost $15.7 million. Although the cost to maintain 
and operate these dormitories has not been projected it is 
considered to be small in respect to the current cosí flowing into 
Beâtty and Tonopah. It is possible the facilities will pav for 
themselves in 6 to 8 years. The ultimate savings to the ?ax 
payers by building the dorms is considered to bl cost effective. 

w¿thin the scope of this analysis, it is not possible to 

fn^r?hne^5OW many °f the local residents of Beatty would move 
î"to. the.45 + vacated units; however, in 1970 about 19 percent of 

r£nfh?hSln9pla?ïad-SOme type of Plumbing facility, if the cost to 
n^eSf f?CilitieS were reduced t0 within the economic m^ns o? 

the potential renter, it is possible only a few of the trailers 
would remain vacant. trailers 

HEALTH FACILITIES 

Emergency first-aid services would be provided in each nf hho 
dormitories (at TTR and Tolicha Peak). For ^re extensive care 
caDahîoS,-,f0hi? 68 ">ove^ to Nye General Hospital until they were 
capable of being transferred back to Nellis AFB. Deoendina nnrm 
the severity of the condition, the patient may be aîrU^ed ? 
directly to the hospital at Nellis AFB. These arrangements havP 
been coordmeted with the administration of Nye General and no 
significant problems are anticipated. 1 and no 

SOCIAL ATTITUDES, EXPECTATIONS, AND LIFE STYLE 

to "ithdra*al the Nellis AF Range is not expected 
atenally change the atitudes and expectations of the general 

populace in the study area. There will continue to L small 
groups and individuals that want access to the Range land fir 
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various reasons. The Air Force will, as in the past, continue to 
evaluate each request in respect to participant's safety and 
national security. 

Economic stability is provided by the various governmental 
agencies which are located within the study area. The overall Air 
Force contribution to the stability is considered to be 
substantial by many civic leaders. As long as this condition 
exists, it is felt the general attitude will be favorable to 
continued withdrawal. 

INFRASTRUCTURES 

The Federal highway systems are more than adequate to meet 
the Range transportation requirements. Future use of the road 
network should not significantly change from the current use rate; 
therefore, impacts should be minimum. 

Electrical requirement for the electronic warfare support 
facility is expected to be approximately 312,000 KWH per year. 
Power to the facility will come from the Sierra Pacific Power 
Company. Required service is within approximately five miles of 
the proposed facility site; consequently, depending on where the 
facility will be located, additional electrical lines will have to 
be installed. Impacts of the line installation have been 
innumerated in previous sections. 

Coordination with Sierra Pacific indicates the additional 
demand of the support facility is not great and should not be a 
significant impact. 

Solid waste from the support complex is anticipated to be 25 
tons per year. The haul distance down to Indian Springs will 
probably be economically unfeasible. Therefore, a solid waste 
landfill would have to be installed. Design and operation of the 
landfill to the Guidelines for Land Disposal of Solid Waste (40 
CFR 241) and state requirements should minimize the environmental 
impacts. 

HAZARDS AND SAFETY 

Supersonic activity is primarily associated with the Nellis 
air traffic control assigned airspace areas. Supersonic aircraft 
operations over the Nellis AF Range are expected to continue with 
a slight expansion. Air Combat Maneuvering (ACM) missions are 
expected to generate some sonic boom overpressures up to 5 lb/ft^ 
which may extend in width on the ground to 30 to 35 miles at the 
boom cut-off point. Overpressures on the ground at the cut-off 
point may be between 0.6 and 1.2 Ib/ft^ depending on the type 
aircraft and speed. Previous experience has shown the majority of 
sonic booms, associated with ACM activity, produce a boom area of 
about one square mile. 
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The 1981-85 utilization of the ACM airspace is projected to 
be about 1,000 sorties, per year. ACM sorties peaked at 1840 in 
1977, declined to 860 in 1978, and 815 in 1979. During 1980, it 
is anticipated there will be about 950 ACM sorties. Therefore, 
the gradual increase in ACM sorties since 1979 may result in an 
increase of one to two sonic booms a day that could impact at 
ground level. This increase, however, would be less than that 
experienced during 1977. 

The land area impacted is on the south Range and Desert 
National Wildlife Range. Much of this area is restricted from 
public use; thus, human exposure would be primarily limited to Air 
Force and FWS personnel assigned for range management. Outdoor 
recreationists adjacent to the range could be startled by the 
sonic booms; however, it is difficult to assess how quickly their 
reaction would turn from passing interest to irritation upon 
continued exposure. 

Physiological and behavioral responses of humans have been 
extensively studied. Direct physiological effects have been 
reported at 95 Ib/ft*; however, booms in the range of 20 to 144 
Ib/ft have been experienced without injury. Effects such as 
temporary hearing shift may occur in this range. Levels of 
overpressure in this range would only be generated from aircraft 
in low level supersonic flight. Flights of this nature are 
restricted over the Desert National Wildlife Range. 

Wildlife exposure to sonic booms on the Range is a subject 
that has been evaluated by many authors; but, the studies are 
mainly centered on captive rather than inhabitat evaluations. 
Generally, the most delicate and sensitive behavior of animals is 
that associated with reproduction. Unfortunately, the data does 
not quantitatively relate impacts of sonic booms to the success of 
reproduction. For wild animals, only descriptive accounts of 
individuals in the breeding population have been offered. 

The limited data available does not show that the behavior of 
big game animals has been altered by sonic booms or simulated 
sonic booms in any appreciable way; although they may show 
momentary concern. [22] 

"Desert Bighorn Sheep have been observed to offer no reaction 
to single sonic booms. Multiple sonic booms repeated several 
times a day with increasing frequency might possibly cause mule 
deer to become edgy and move around more; but, such activities may 
or may not influence or change breeding behavior activities [1]." 
There are no published reports covering wild horses and burros 
reaction to sonic boom or noise on the Nellis A? Range, however, 
interviews with aircrews that frequently fly over the Range 
indicate reactions vary from momentary concern too short burst or 
stampeed for a short distance. 
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USAF [ 1] also discusses aircraft noise impacts to wildlife and 
cites many references that have evaluated animal responses to 
noise stimulus in various frequency ranges. It was concluded 
that the data on animal responses to noise are insufficient to 
enable accurate deductions of potential impacts arising from range 
operations. There is particular uncertainty regarding the effects 
that might arise from long-term protracted exposure. 

Supersonic type aircraft have been using the Nellis AF Range 
since 1955, thus, there is a 25 year history of sonic boom 
exposure to the animal population in the range area. If response 
mechanisms facilitate accommodations to noise, as has been briefly 
alluded to in the various references cited, then it is possible 
that adaptation and accommodation has to some extent tempered the 
impacts of noise. [1] 

Little in the way of adverse impacts from sonic booms and 
general aircraft noise have been noted on the Range. FWS records 
show the bighorn sheep population on the Range has not changed 
much since 1947, averaging about 1500 sheep on DNWR with a density 
ranging from 1.3 to 3.7 sheep per square mile. If the most 
sensitive index of impact is reproduction, then it can be 
concluded that continued Air Force activity would have little 
impact on the bighorn sheep. Since the wild horse and burro 
populations on the North Range have grown in the past few years, 
it is also concluded that continued activities would not threaten 
their existence on the Range. 

The potential safety hazard from unexploded ordnance 
precludes public access on the Range. The impacts to 
recreationists and others who want access to the Range have been 
present for many years. Withdrawal renewal would continue to 
restrict access to the Range. No attempt to remove subsurface 
ordnance, except in the area of existing targets, is anticipated. 
The environmental consequences of trying to ordnance-free the 
entire Range is considered to far outweigh that of restricting 
access. 

Impact of future underground nuclear explosions on Pahute 
Mesa has the potential to create ground motion and structural 
response. The likelihood of triggering an earthquake is very 
remote; but, damage to structures is of concern to DOE. An 
underground nuclear detonation will invariably produce some 
detectable level of ground motion. After many years (since 1962) 
of monitoring and analyzing ground motion data, from a large 
number of underground nuclear explosions, empirical equations have 
been developed which define the important characteristics of the 
ground motion and the dynamic response of structures to that 
motion. The resulting equations are used to predict, with 
reasonable accuracy, the expected ground motion from planned 
underground nuclear tests and the effects that motion will have 
upon structures. The predictions are stated in terms of the peak 
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stãuoírofeiít««t!be the relative 3i9nal strength at the°ground 
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3-22 



Target facilities such as bombing circles, simulated runways 
and airfields are constructed by blading or scribing the target on 
the ground. This method of constructions, while done for economic 
reasons, helps to reduce the fire potential from using live 
ordnance. 

Although no data is available to estimate future vegetation 
loss from range fires caused by Air Force activities, it is 
anticipated the losses will be no more significant than what has 
occurred over the past several years. The Air Force considers the 
majority of range fires are caused by natural means. 
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CHAPTER IV 

MITIGATING MEASURES 

Continued withdrawal of the Nellis AF Range, coupled with the 
anticipated construction and increased utilization, would 
precipitate some environmental impacts that can be mitigated. Not 
all impacts will be completely mitigated; however, the following 
committed measures should minimize the adverse condition. 

AIR FORCE COMMITTED MEASURES 

The road improvement projects will include an oil/chip and 
gravel surface. This will reduce fugitive dust emissions from 
vehicular traffic on these roads by about 50 percent. Indiscri¬ 
minate driving across the open desert floor will continue to be 
prohibited. Construction activities will utilize (where possible) 
appropriate engineering practices to limit generation of fugitive 
dust. 

The Air Force has committed to an aircraft engine emission 
reduction program,"... if engineering and cost studies indicate 
feasibility and environmental impact studies indicate that such 
modification/retrofit is warranted [2]." For engines in 
substantial production after 1 January 1979, carbon monoxide and 
hydrocarbon levels are to be below levels which result in an idle 
combustion efficiency of 99 percent for engines with an idle 
pressure-ratio above 3:1, and a combustion efficiency of 98 
percent for engines with an idle pressure-ration below or equal to 
3:1 [2]." 

"For engines in substantial production after 1 January 1981, 
carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon levels are to be below levels 
which result in an idle combustion efficiency of 99.5 percent for 
engines with an idle pressure-ratio above 3:1, and a combustion 
efficiency of 99 percent for engines with an idle pressure-ratio 
below or equal to 3:1 [2]." 

"For engines in substantial production after 1 January 1979, 
nitrogen oxide levels are to be less than 75 percent of the 
present or uncontrolled levels, and after 1 January 1981, nitrogen 
oxide levels are to be less than 50 percent of the present or 
uncontrolled level...[2]." "For engines in substantial production 
after 1 January 1979, emission levels of smoke are to be below the 
invisibility threshold...[2]." 

In addition to the above, the Air Force is currently 
replacing older aircraft with more modern F-15, F-16, and A-IOs. 
The newer aircraft are quieter and, except for nitrogen oxides, 
emit fewer pollutants than the F-4, F-100, and F-104 aircraft. 
These two commitments will result in less air pollution and noise 
impact on the environment. 
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Fc«^2rce ^"S to a cultural resource survev of 
the Nellis AF Range. This survey will identify the cultural 
resources and will provide a sensitivity map from which future 
survey requirements may be based. Until this survey is comollted 
identifying sensitive areas where new construction or land 
disturbing activities would be conducted, the Air Force will have 
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Although for high-yield test, recordings may be taken at other 
locations within and adjacent to the state. 

Mines within 30 miles of the test site will continue to be 
examined and photographically documented as appropriate for 
specific tests. 

DOE will continue to study groundwater movement in the area 
and evaluate waterborne radionuclide concentrations. 

When possible, DOE will avoid all areas where threatened or 
endangered species and cultural sites have been identified. If an 
area cannot be avoided, coordination will be initiated as required 
by law. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE COMMITTED MEASURES 

Where community officials feel a potential community impact 
is possible, as a result of a change in a defense program, a 
request for assistance can be made to the President's Economic 
Adjustment Committee. Through this committee, assistance is 
provided to help reduce dependency on defense activities and to 
make necessary adjustments when program changes cause serious 
impacts. 

Request for economic adjustment planning and project 
assistance may be addressed to: 

Chairman, Economic Adjustment 
Committee 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 
Attention: Director of Adjustment 
Room 3E 772, Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 
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CHAPTER V 

ADVERSE IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED 
SHOULD THE PROPOSAL BE IMPLEMENTED 

INTRODUCTION 

The following is a summary of the adverse impacts that will 
remain if the proposal is implemented and the effective mitigating 
measures discussed in Chapter IV are applied. The relative values 
and significance placed upon these impacts, and the degree of what 
is affected, is discussed. 

AIR QUALITY 

Dust production (fugitive dust), particulate, and gaseous 
emissions due to exploding ordnance and aircraft emissions would 
be sources of potential adverse impact to air quality. 
Construction caused dust generation would be localized and 
short-term; however, of more concern is the fugitive dust caused 
by wind and vehicular traffic after construction is completed. 
The road repair project would provide a significant reduction in 
fugitive dust over current conditions. Sound construction 
engineering practices will be utilized during construction to 
limit dust generaton. 

Considering the aircraft modernization program and pollutant 
emission reduction goals identified in Chapter IV, there will 
still be emission of pollutants to the atmosphere. The cumulative 
impact of these sources on air quality should not be significant. 

There will be continued release of radioactive noble gases 
and limited resuspension of radioactive contaminated dust to the 
atmosphere. 

TOPOGRAPHY 

The desert terrain in the immediate area of new construction 
projects and underground nuclear testing would be altered. The 
magnitude (acres) of this impact would be small in comparison to 
the total acreage of the Range. 

SOILS AND WATERSHED 

Approximately 7,600 acres of land area would be impacted over 
and above the current conditions. These impacts would include 
both surface and subsurface soil disturbance. 

The unavoidable impacts can be categorized as follows: Sheet 
and rill erosion will result from any soil disturbance due to soil 
compaction, which will reduce infiltration rates. When organic 
matter is displaced, the rain drop splash effect would occur with 
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subsequent flow end erosion* Soil profiles which have devoior»o/í 
congruently with natural vegetation would be interrupted f§rPd 
several decades. Disturbed soils will be subject to increased 
wind erosion due to the vegetation being removed. increased 

_ An undetermined impact to soils and watershed could occur due 
to the increased number of wild horses on the Wild Horse Ranee 
This impact will continue until action is taken to reduœ thl 
number of horses to the carrying capacity. 

acres (°-67 Percent) of topography. 
0£ this3total 12 ifa ãíüíia ifP301*13 bY îhe proposed Sitldráwal. 

ÎÎ^S tota^. ¿2.188 acres (0.41 percent) have been imoacted bv 
existing conditions and facilities. New construction and operat- 
nernin£?qUirementS would imPact an additional 7,600 acres (S.26t P© zrce n u / • 

WATER RESOURCES 

to th^arL?^^oS?=SÏnÂ^S|efr0SuSlcîidrr,F?5.CLaSÏ^^ÎseS 
va?i”SSp?ojects? the deSÍ9n and constructlon activities for 

Approximately 31,000 gallons of water per day would be 
required to support the maintenance complex on the North Range. 

mû«- Underground nuclear explosions conducted by DOE on Pahutp 
Mesa, have the potential to cause local contamination Sf the 
f?omnnflQÍeí s£st<rms* Future tests should not materially differ 
from past tests in respect to the types of radionuclides Dis¬ 
persion, dilution, natural decay, and soil ion exchanae are 
naturai mechanisms which reduce radionuclide conientrltions 
Studies conducted by DOE have shown underground nuclear testina 
has no detectable impact on the availability of Sate? from thf9 
regional ground water systems or its potability and safety at 
points of use both on aid off the Nellis AF S^ and OTli 

VEGETATION 

Unavoidable disturbance to vegetation would occur as a recnH- 
wfi PJ;°Posed action being implemented. The areas most affected 

is least 5eceoSveh?oS^ï shrub ^vironmlnt is least receptive to natural revegetation or re—sepdinn 
rnmshaíí 10 5"ese areas can take several decades, and insome cir¬ 
cumstances where regrowth does occur, salt desert is usual lu 
replaced by invader weed species. Some impact will be experienced 

Pahutî Meseuern desert shrub and Pinyon-juniper communities on 

Hup ^n,^d?rter,nin®d imPact to soils and watershed could occur 
due to the increased number of wild horses on the wilH Hn-rco 

--^dttabntly to 
not cS^illred si|ni£i?an“Ve ''e9etative the impact is 

j .^a®.that impacts to vegetation exposed to beryllium 
and uranium is not significant because the plant uptake of t^ese 
contaminants is considerably below the toxic level. (9) 
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Mitigating measures committed to by the Air Force and DOE 
would provide protection to proposed endangered and threatened 
plant species on the Nellis AF Range. 

ANIMALS 

There will be approximately 7,600 additional acres of vegeta¬ 
tive habitat impacted if the proposal is implemented. Animals 
which frequent these vegetative communities would be forced to 
seek habitat in another location on the Range. If the habitat is 
at carrying capacity, some of the dispersing animals may be lost 
due to the population dynamics or their inability to find or adapt 
to a new location. 

An undetermined impact could occur to animals on the North 
Range due to the increased number of wild horses and competition 
amoung the species for the available forage and could result in 
some species population reductions. 

Impact to animals from electromagnetic radiation, generated 
from the electronic warfare equipment, is considered to be insig¬ 
nificant due to the probability of very low exposure time within 
the main beam at hazardous distances. 

CULTURAL VALUES 

!f the mitigating measures as outlined in Chapter IV are fol¬ 
lowed, limited adverse impact on identified sources is expected. 
Depending on the specific location of construction activities, 
there may be some adverse impacts to sources which have not been 
previously located by cultural reconnaissance. 

VISUAL 

Minor impacts would occur to the visual resources on the 
Construction activities would be located at sites which 

will be shielded from general public view. The ordnance hazard/ 
safety zones are such that target complexes are well inside the 
range boundary and are difficult to observe. 

LAND USE 

RECREATION 

Due to public safety and national security, recreation is 
restricted on the Nellis AF Range. If the lana were not used as a 
bombing range, the remoteness which could be provided would be of 
high value to the wilderness seeking recreationist. For the 
general public the recreational advantages of the Range are not 
significant when compared to the assets provided in the region. 

AGRICULTURE 

BLM indicates the lands of the Nellis AF Range as submarginal 
to marginal for its agricultural potential. This loss, although 
relatively small, is an unmitigated impact. The soil profile, 
lack of ample rainfall, and cost of irrigation are factors which 
would present problems if the land were used for farming. 
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MINERAL RESOURCES 

There may be some potential for mining several minerals on 
the Nellis AF Range. As the national mineral resource reserves 
are depleted, areas that may have some potential will become more 
important. Continued withdrawal of the Nellis AF Range precludes 
mining activity but does not prevent more intensive mineral 
surveys. If studies determine the withdrawn land contains 
minerals of vital importance to the economic stability of the 
Nation, the withdrawal may have to be modified. 

WILDERNESS 

Low level flights over the proposed wilderness area produce 
noise levels of a magnitude which reduce the wilderness experience 
of the users. 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

The proposed action would add 550 more military personnel in 
the area. Associated with that increase would be a total area 
population increase of 3075. At Beatty, under a worst case type 
evaluation, the population could decrease by 217, approximately 42 
jobs could be lost, direct expenditures would decrease by 
$459,118, and 45 homes units could become vacant. 

HAZARDS AND SAFETY 

The increase of sonic booms is an impact that cannot be 
mitigated if the Air Force conducts the type training required to 
maintain combat readiness. Although overpressures on the ground 
at the boom cut-off-point are significantly below reported levels 
for direct physiological effects, studies on human and animal 
response to the anticiated overpressure levels are inconclusive. 

The safety health hazard of unexploded ordnance and 
radioactivity cannot be mitigated within sound environmental 
means. To assure complete ordnance removal, the subsurface would 
need to be evaluated to a depth of several feet. This would 
require denuding vegetation and altering some topographic 
features. 

Underground nuclear explosions conducted on Pahute Mesa would 
continue to produce ground motion. However, DOE has conunitted to 
an extensive ongoing research and evaluation program to forecast 
potential impacts. DOE will continue to monitor facilities (with 
seismic instrumentation) to verify actual motions are within the 
range which predicted. 

The potential for a range fire cannot be completely 
mitigated. Target construction for range management requirements 
incorporate techniques to reduce the potential for a range fire, 
but no mitigating measure is available for preventing fires from 
aircraft crashes. The Air Force and other fire suppression 
officials try to limit the acreage of vegetation lost by 
responding to the fire as soon as possible. 
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CHAPTER VI 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF MAN'S ENVIRONMENT 
AND MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

This chapter discusses the productivity of the environment 
which would be affected by construction and operational activities 
of the Air Force and DOE on the Nellis AF Range. 

In this context "short-term" refers to the life of the 
proposed withdrawal, 15 years plus 10 years optional. For the 
"long-term" aspect of maintenance and enhancement of the 
environment, the imprint of the Air Force's activity will be 
noticeable for many years, possibly hundreds of years, after 
operational activity is terminated on the Range. 

Some of the short-term effects that could result from 
implementation of the proposal include fugitive dust generation 
and increased air pollution emissions from the operational and 
support activities of the Air Force and DOE. The short-term 
effects would be a minor impact to the local air quality and, 
thus, are not considered to be a significant impact. 

Noise and sonic booms created by aircraft activity could be 
primarily a short-term effect; however, due to unknown 
physiological responses from repeated exposure, there may be some 
potential for long-term effects in the various animal species on 
the Range. 

Long-term effects which would be noticeable for many years 
after operational activities ceased on the Range include minor 
topoghraphic changes, soil loss and disruption through erosion and 
operational and/or construction activities. There would be a 
direct impact to 7,600 additional acres of vegetation with some 
adverse impact to wildlife due to the loss of habitat. 
Construction scars would be noticeable for many years. 

Depending on the specific location of future construction 
activities, there could be long-term effects to historical and 
archaeological material which has not been previously located by 
cultural reconnaissance. 

Radioactive contaminated sites, unexploded ordnance, and 
ordnance burial sites represent long-term effects which must be 
considered in future land use planning decisions. These factors 
also contribute to a degradation of the potential recreational 
resource if the land were not used as a bombing and gunnery 
range. These conditions also make any ground use a potential 
safety hazard. 

In summary, the baseline site condition has been established 
for many years. The proposed action would impose approximately 
7,600 additional acres to vegetation and soil impacts. Currently 
0.41 percent of the total Range acreage has been impacted by con¬ 
struction and operational activity. The proposed action to con¬ 

tinue using the Range would increase this value to 0.67 percent. 
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CHAPTER VII 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

The land involved in this proposed action has been conunitted 
to use as a bombing and gunnery range since the early 1940s. 
Inherent with this commitment, operations have been conducted 
which make most of the land a safety hazard and thus requires 
restricting general public use. 

Unexploded ordnance may be found in any area of the Range and 
there are locations where radioactive contamination could present 
a health and safety hazard. Although these conditions exist, 
certain non-military activities, such as those conducted by DOE, 
FWS and BLM, are compatible and thus do not cause a total 
irreversible and irretrievable commitment of the land resources. 
In respect to general public use, the land should be considered 
irreversibly committed. 

Proposed construction and operational activities would impact 
approximately 7,600 additional acres of vegetation, soil, and 
gravel loss. Table 3-1 shows the amount of fugitive dust that 
would be generated during construction activities. In addition to 
this, soil loss would also come from wind and water erosion. 
These construction and, in some respect, operational activities 
will change the ecological interrelationships by altering the 
habitats through soil and vegetation disturbances. These 
localized impacts on ecological interrelationships may alter the 
character of the entire ecosystem, and will last as long as the 
effects of soil and vegetation disturbances persist. Topographic 
features which would be altered by construction and underground 
nuclear testing would be an irreversible commitment. 

Construction materials, nuclear source materials, fuel, and 
manpower efforts would be irretrievably committed. Water 
requirements for the construction and operation of the Range would 
be irretrievably committed. 

Any undiscovered archaeological sites accidentally disrupted 
during construction may be irreversibly damaged and could lose 
much or all of their archaeological and historical value. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

NO ACTION 

Under no action alternative, the Air Force would not seek 
renewal of the Nellis AF Range withdrawal. This action would 
precipitate operation impacts on the Nellis AFB mission as well as 
the mission of other units which depend on the Range for their 
training activity. 

Mission Impacts: 
Provided the airspace above the Range remains a restrictive 

or designated special use airspace, all Range activity except 
certain air training would be terminated. 

Air-to-air training which required use of live ordnance would 
be terminated. The Air Force would have to relocate all 
air-to-ground operations and support requirements to another base 
which has the required range facilities or utilize other Ranges. 
The latter option would require aircrews to fly to another Range 
to obtain their training. The aircrews would have to either use 
in transit air refueling or temporary duty assignment to the base 
operating the Range. Based on the Range utilization figures 
provided in table 1-3, about 85 percent of the sorties would have 
to be flown on other ranges. 

Ranges in the area which could provide the type of training 
conducted at the Nellis AF Range include the Hill-Wendover-Dugway 
Range Complex (west of Salt Lake City, Utah), China Lake 
(southwest of Nellis AFB and located in California), Fallon (east 
of Reno, Nevada), and Luke AF Range (southwest of Phoenix, 
Arizona). The Cuddeback Range, operated by George AFB in 
California, is not considered capable of supporting the Nellis AFB 
mission because the Range is only a two by six (2X6) mile area and 
currently is under use restrictions due to its small size. 

Of the Ranges listed above, the current utilization of any 
one is too large to accept all air-to-ground activity conducted at 
the Nellis AF Range. It may be possible to split the activity 
between the ranges; 25 percent to China Lake and Fallon, 45 
percent to Hill-Wendover-Dugway, and 30 percent to the Luke AF 
Range. Use of the Luke AF Range would require the aircrews to 
utilize temporary tour of duty assignments at Luke AFB in order to 
obtain their range training. 

The no action alternative would also impact DOE operations at 
the TTR and on Pahute Mesa. DOE would be forced to either seek a 
withdrawal of these two areas or move the operations to another 
location. 
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Environmental Impacts: 
The environmental impacts associated with this alternative 

(no action), assuming DOE operations at TTR and Pahute Mesa would 
move to a new location, are discussed below. 

It is projected that about 700 personnel assigned to Nellis 
AFB (including the people managing the Nellis AF Range) would no 
longer be needed at Nellis AFB and consequently would be relocated 
to other military installations. The operational cost associated 
with splitting the Nellis AF Range activity between other Ranges 
is anticipated to be $390,000 per year for temporary duty 
assignments, $19.1 million per year for additional fuel 
requirements, and between one to two million dollars to relocate 
the target facilities and equipment. 

Air pollution emission from ground vehicles, construction, 
and underground nuclear testing on the Range would be eliminated. 
Aircraft emissions, and their impact on the Las Vegas Air Quality 
Maintenance Area, would be reduced if aircrews were assigned to air 
bases elsewhere. Since aircraft emissions are emitted at some 
altitude, in most cases above the atmospheric mixing layer, the 
resultant decrease would not be expected to significantly improve 
regional ambient air quality levels. 

The projected increase of about 0.26 percent impact to soils 
and vegetation from construction and operational activity would 
not occur. The 0.41 percent of the Range acreage which has been 
impacted from previous use would be allowed to return to natural 
conditions after the targets, unexploded ordnance, and equipment 
were removed from the Range. A Range clearance survey would have 
to be conducted to remove unexploded ordnance from the surface. 
Unexploded subsurface ordnance and the radioactive contaminated 
sites would remain on the land since the impacts associated with 
removing all hazards would be environmentally unacceptable and 
also cost prohibitive. It is possible that because of the 
unexploded ordnance and radioactive contaminated sites, the land 
could not be returned to the public for unrestricted use. 

Potential impacts to wildlife from loss of vegetation would 
be eliminated . Allowing the area to revert back to natural 
conditions with greatly reduced noise would be a positive benefit 
to the area. If air-to-air training were still conducted over the 
South Range the proposed wilderness area (on the Range and the 
Desert National Wildlife Range) would continue to have about the 
same level of noise impact as previously documented in this 
statement. 

The impact of the no action alternative on the FWS and BLM 
management programs would be mostly positive with some negative 
impact. The management programs are designed to enhance and 
protect the wildlife and their habitat. Additional protection is 
provided by the military by restricting public access to the range 
but also restricts FWS management opportunities. If the with¬ 
drawal were terminated, it is possible diahorn sheen and othpr wild¬ 
life could be impacted by poachers. 
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If the withdrawal were not renewed, BLM and FWS would have 
unrestricted access to their management areas and could increase 
their management activities. Coordination with both BLM and FWS 
indicate their current programs are adequate on those lands 
withdrawn by the Air Force; however> from a long range standpoint, 
future legislation may require expansion of the programs. 

The potential impact to water would remain as documented 
herein, except the limited amount for the support facilities would 
not be required. Underground nuclear testing has deposited 
radioactive material both above and below the water table. The 
half-life of the isotopes run into several hundred years; 
therefore, the potential for impact will remain for an indefinite 
period of time. Current studies indicate radioactive 
contamination of the ground water is well within acceptable levels 
and poses no threat to public water supplies. However, DOE will 
continue their survey efforts to assure public protection. 

If the withdrawal were not continued, the cultural values of 
the Range may not be evaluated for several years. Although the 
potential threat of inadvertent damage exists from the continued 
use, conducting the surveys (along with legal requirements to 
protect significant sites) would help develop a better understand¬ 
ing of the history of the area, and assure the protection of these 
resources. 

The no action alternative would, to some degree, free the 
land for commercial mining if mineral surveys confirmed the 
presence of significant resources. It is questionable if domestic 
livestock grazing would be allowed on the North Range since the 
carrying capacity in the area is low and would continue to 
threaten the horses, burros, and other large animals on the 
Range. 

Socio-Economic Impacts: 
Socio-economic impacts of the no action alternative would 

occur at Tonopah, Beatty, and Las Vegas. The population of the 
area would decrease by 217 in Beatty, 280 at Tonopah, and 3920 at 
Las Vegas. Based on the 1970 census these changes represent a 
decrease in population of 19.1, 12.3, and 1.4 percent respectively 
for Beatty, Tonopah and Las Vegas. These impact figures may be 
high since they assume all people affected are married and those 
military people living in Beatty are an integral part of the 
community. Therefore, the numbers cited may be considered the 
worst case conditions. 

Loss of income and expenditures to the area would be about 
$43.2 million; $0.46 million at Beatty, $9.2 at Tonopah, and the 
remainder at Las Vegas. 

It is projected that the alternative would cause unemployment 
to increase by 112, 80, and 1,184 at Beatty, Tonopah and Las 
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yrtKeS¿hreSpeCtiÍrííy* Associated with the decline in income and 
jobs there would be about 112 homes vacated in Beatty, 80 in 
Tonopah, and 1,184 in Las Vegas. 

. .Fr<?7.a r®9ional standpoint these impacts probably would not 
e^Sm^nl^1Can^' however, there may be some minor impacts at Beattv 

and Tonopah. These communities could seek assistance f^ornthl* 
resident s Economic Adjustment Committee in order to mitigate 
long-term potential impacts. mitigate 

. There would be impacts experienced at the other Ranaes (Lnk-* 
China Lake, Fallon, and Hill-wendover-Dugway) due to not renewing" 
the withdrawal of the Nellis AF Range. These impacts Could bT 
associated with aircraft emissions, soil and vegetation 

t0 const^cting sites for the range equipment from 
the Nellis AF Range, and increased noise levels. 

REDUCE THE SIZE OF THE WITHDRAWAL 

the following Reasons?3 COnSider this a ''iable ^iternative foe 

iHonfTf effeJtively analyze this alternative, one must first 

the AiryFo?ce.SPaCe ^ the NelUS AF Ran9e Which is not needed by 

M0r.a.KADbrief Feview ?f the operations conducted on the South and 
”-4 Thê9South Pr0vlded in tables and B along with table 
I 4. The South Range is composed of 986,568 acres; however 
to the MOU signed with the FWS, the Air iorce can úse only 154 080 
acres for air-to-ground activities. y 154f080 

withdrawal6 832'488 acres were deleted fr ^m the proposed 

wiuîd be experienced 9 lmPa t0 the NeUiS AP Kan9e missio" 

,. t.Th® two air-to-air gunnery ranges would have to be reloeat-PH 
to the North Range or deleted from the Nellis AF Range program 
since the majority of the land space under these rangesPcomprise 
the acreage where the Air Force is prohibited from S?CCnd iSoact 
Also th®tecouldb0 some impact to the Air Combat Maneuvering 
Area. If the Air Force could not get a permit for the treniH™ 

is^he^nly range 
available to the Air Force in the western United States whir-h ha® 
an instrumentée; Air Combat Maneuvering Arena. Another is being 
developed on the Luke AF Range and will be operational in FY igai. 

rl7u?rlLnl*°Uiï n0t be able t0 handle the œmbiiCS tracing 981? 
toqChf a Th®re are four air-tO“air gunnery ranges available 
at Ihl fnv FCpCd ln the WeSt; the two at the Nellis AF Range, one 
t the Luke AF Range, and one at Leach Lake on Fort Erwin rn«c 

strain l:\Tnla AF Ranqe air-to-a^ gunnery"rangesEwouId pu? a 
at'SeLh rat r and.fould also significantly impact operations 

Leach Lake and Luke if either had to increase their utilization 
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for their current users. 

The possibility of moving the air-to-air ranges and Air 
Combat Maneuvering Arena onto the North Range would seriously 
impact the Nellis AF Range mission. In order to accommodate the 
air-to-air and Combat Maneuvering operations comparable land space 
would need to be dedicated on the North Range. Otherwise, 
activities conducted in the airspace would have to cease while 
air-to-air and combat maneuvering training took place. Current 
operations on the North Range are not compatible with air 
operations done on the South Range, thus, they could not share the 
airspace at the same time. 

During the most intense use of the North Range, Red Flag 
operations, the training scenarios require withdrawal of all the 
available land. All other training capability on the North Range 
is suspended during Red Flag operations in order to provide the 
required land and airspace. Tactical aircrews who require 
training during this time must use other Air Force air-to-ground 
ranges. During the less intense use periods compatible operations 
are conducted, with some restrictions, by other Federal Agencies; 
thus, the available land is still utilized. 

The North Range contains 1,959,158 acres, of which 537,240 
acres have been permitted to DOE (369,280 acres for TTR and 
167,960 acres for Pahute Mesa). The MOUs for these areas restrict 
the type of ground activities conducted by the Air Force; however, 
the airspace is routinely available for aircraft operations. 
Because the North Range is a tactical range, aircrews can approach 
targets from any direction and go through their final ordnance 
arming operations as they enter the range. It is not feasible to 
have aircraft operating with armed ordnance over public used land; 
therefore, the land must be withdrawn and restricted from public 
use. 

With increasing demand for training time and development for 
new programs, there will be additional demands on the available 
land space. The TFWC has identified the requirement to expand the 
EW threat capability and the need to integrate this training with 
other tactical threats currently on the North Range to provide 
more realistic scenarios. In response to this, the TFWC has 
closed the Caliente EW Range and moved the 27 EW sites onto the 
North Range. Long range planning indicates a need for about 100 
EW sites on the Range in order to meet future training 
requirements. Due to personnel safety, the EW equipment must be 
sited at a location no closer than three miles from any target 
which receives ordnance impacts. Therefore, as the EW program 
develops, the available land will become more intensely used and 
will force siting more of the threat equipment in the mountainous 
areas. 
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ESTABLISH A NEW RANGE IN ANOTHER AREA 

New landscape and airspace of equivalent size would be 
required to move the Nellis AF Range activity to another area, 
which may be difficult to find. The New Range would have to be 
unpopulated and no more than sparsely populated in the immediate 
or adjacent area in order to provide for public safety and limit 
noise impacts. The airspace would have to be free of any 
commercial airways and would require being designated as a 
restricted area by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). 
Weather would have to be considered a prime factor if the new 
Range were to be utilized to the same magnitude as the Nellis AF 
Range. Nellis enjoys about 361 days per year of weather which 
meets Visual Flight Rules (VFR). Fewer VFR days would reduce 
proportionately the available flying time. 

Mission Impact; 
If the range land could not be obtained within close 

proximity to a military installation, it would be necessary to 
establish a new base to support the operational functions of the 
units using the Range. The cost of the land (assuming no public 
land available) and facilities would be in the millions of 
dollars. 

Environmental Impact: 
To evaluate the environmental impacts of establishing a new 

Range the following assumptions are made: land is not available 
to enlarge any of the existing ranges, no land is available around 
any existing military installation to develop a new range, a new 
base would have to be constructed. 

At the Nellis AF Range, environmental impacts would be as 
described in the no action alternative, except that the 
socio-economic impact of closing Nellis AFB could be significant. 

Socio-Economic Impact: 
A review of some statistics provided by the Office of 

Management and Budget, Comptroller Division at Nellis AFB, shows 
the base to be a significant influence in the Las Vegas area. The 
base population is 8860, composed of military and civilian 
employees. These employees have about 15,800 dependents. 
Additionally, there are 195 civilian contractor personnel employed 
at the base. Summation of these figures show 24,855 people 
directly associated with Nellis AFB. The transient pilot training 
and support population through Nellis swells the above figure by 
an average of another 1,000 people per month. The population 
associated with Nellis AFB constitutes the third largest city in 
Clark County and fifth largest in the state. It hires more 
employees than the manufacturing—industrial, construction, or 
transportation sectors in Clark County. 

The Nellis AFB resources total more than $1.5 billion and in 
fiscal year (FY) 1977 had an expenditure of $149.2 million. 
Contracts awarded in FY-77 totaled $42.9 million, with $11.9 
million going to small business and $5.2 million to large business 
in Nevada. The dollar injection by Nellis AFB employees into the 
greater Las Vegas economy is estimated to be $31.4 million. 
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Considering the local awarded contracts and the employees 
injection, a total of $48.5 million flows into the greater Las 
Vegas economy on a yearly basis. 

With the regional economic multiplier being slightly more 
than two (2), the ultimate impact of Nellis AFB is the creation of 
approximately $97 million of income for residents of Las Vegas and 
its environs. 

It is anticipated that closing Nellis AFB would result in the 
loss of 5,430 indirect jobs and reduce Clark County's population 
by 43,870. Compared to the population data provided in table 2-9, 
this reduction would represent about 13 percent of Clark County's 
population. 

The socioeconomic impacts could be significant to the area. 
Assistance to mitigate these impacts is available through the 
President's Economic Adjustment Committee. 

The Nellis AF Range has, to some extent, been irretrievably 
committed due to unexploded and radioactive contamination to the 
point where public safety considerations would probably prevent 
opening the Range for unrestricted use. Although range clearance 
programs, coupled with restricting ordnance deliveries to only 
defined targets, would prevent a new Range from having complete 
restrictions, there would be some areas that would be committed in 
an irretrievable manner. There would be increased air pollutant 
emissions from the aircraft and ground mobile equipment, impacts 
to the soil and watershed, vegetation, wildlife and possibly 
cultural resources. Some of these impacts may not be significant 
in the new location, however, these impacts may be more pronounced 
than they are on the Nellis AF Range due to the conditioning 
effect from about forty years of use. 

JOINT USE 

The Nellis Air Force Range is a major DOD range and is 
currently providing joint-use for DOD activities. The Range is 
used by the Air Force, Navy, Army, Marine Corps, National Guard, 
and Reserve Forces. Joint-use agreements with DOE for use of the 
TTR and Pahute Mesa area have been in effect for some time. To 
protect animals and wildlife on the Range from DOD activities, 
MOUs have been negotiated with BLM and FWS for the Wild Horse 
Range and Desert National Wildlife Range, respectively. 

Other joint uses of the Range such as grazing, mining, and 
recreation are not compatible with the operations presently 
conducted in the area. 

New, compatible joint-uses of the Range is acceptable to the 
Air Force; however, they must be reviewed by BLM, FWS, and the Air 
Force with the operational and environmental consequences 
documented prior to a final decision being made. 

The environmental impacts of continued joint-use would be as 
described in the proposed action. 
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CHAPTER IX 

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

During the preparation of the draft environmental statement, 
the Air Force/BLM team was in contact with other Federal offices, 
State, and local agencies, interest groups and individuals. 
Communications ranged from formal written comments to informal 
personal contact. 

On 23 May 1977, a letter was sent out asking for general 
comments and identification of potential environmental impacts 
concerning the proposed action. 

A Range operational briefing was conducted on August 23, 
1977, in Reno, Nevada. The briefing was provided to Federal and 
State agencies to assist their review of potential impacts and to 
provide feedback to the environmental team on areas in the draft 
statement which needed additional documentation. 

Notice was published in the Federal Register, Vol. 42, No. 
179, September 15, 1977, concerning the Air Force and BLM action 
to prepare the environmental impact statement on the withdrawal 
renewal. At about the same time coverage was provided through 
local news media. 

Coordination has been established with FWS concerning Section 
7 of the Endangered Species Act. 

A meeting was held on March 4, 1978, at the BLM state office 
to discuss wilderness and areas of critical environmental concerns 
on the Nellis AF Range. Representatives of the Sierra Club, 
Nevada Outdoor Recreation Association, and the University of 
Nevada, Reno, Recreation Department participated in the meeting. 

The Draft Environmental Statement (Interior DES No. 79-47) 
was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency on July 27, 
1979, and released to the public. The notice of availability was 
published in the August 3, 1979, issue of the Federal Register. 
News releases were issued by the BLM Nevada State Office to 
publicize the availability of the Draft Environmental Statement. 
A public hearing was held on the Draft ES on September 18, 1979 at 
Las Vegas, Nevada. The hearing was announced in the Federal 
Register notice of August 17, 1979, and was publicized in Nevada 
through news releases from the BLM Nevada State office. A BLM 
Nevada State Office representative presided over the hearing, 
which was recorded verbatim by a professional Court Reporter. The 
hearing panel was comprised of BLM and Air Force staff. 

The ES preparation team reviewed and considered individually 
each written and oral comment. Appropriate text changes were made 
for comments that presented new data, questioned facts of 
analysis, or raised questions or issues bearing directly upon 
environmental effects of the proposal and alternative. No 
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resp°nse W33 made to comments or recommendations that did not 
address the adequacy of the draft ES. Hearing comments requiring 
response are taken directly from the hearing transcript. 9 

The following pages of this chapter contain: 

a. Agencies and Interested Groups Contacted 

_ b* Correspondence Received Prior to Publishina Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement o-tisning Draft 

Period 
c. Correspondence Received During Public Comment 

d. 
( Individual 
Transcript. 
AFB and the 

Individual Comments Presented at Public Hearing, 
comments were extracted from the Public Hearing 

* °f ÏÏ* ful1 ^anscript is on file at Nellis 
state BLM office, Reno, Nevada.) 
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AGENCIES AND INTEREST GROUPS CONTACTED 

COORDINATION IN THE REVIEW OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 

Comments on the Environmental Statement were invited from the 
following agencies and interest groups: 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service, Region IV 
Soil Conservation Service 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
National Park Service 
Bureau of Mines 
Bureau of Land Management 
Geological Survey 
Water and Power Resources Service 
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 

U.S. Department of Commerce 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
Regional Office HEW (IX) 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

U.S. Department of Energy 

U.S. Department of Defense 
Corps of Engineers 
Air Force ' 

U.S. Federal Aviation Administration 

Veterans Administration 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Regional Office IX 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Regional Office (IX) 
Federal Housing Administration 

STATE OF NEVADA AGENCIES 

State of Nevada Clearinghouse 

Department of Wildlife 

State Historic Preservation Officer, Reno 

Bureau of Mines 
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COUNTY 

Clark County Conunisioners 
Nye County Commissioners 
Lincoln County Commissioners 
Clark County Regional Planning Commission 
Nye County Planning Commission 
Nye County District Attorney 

MUNICIPALITIES 

Mayor, Las Vegas, NV 
Mayor, North Las Vegas, NV 
Mayor, Tonopah, NV 
Mayor, Beatty, NV 

CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION 

Senator Howard w. Cannon 
Senator Paul Laxalt 
Representative James Santini 

State Legislators 

Assemblymen 
Bill D. Brady 
Lloyd W. Mann 
Douglas R. Bremmer 
Peggy Cavnar 
Michael T. Fitzpatrick 
Marion Bennett 
Lonnie Chaney 
Robbie Robinson 
Mike Malone 
John M. Vergiels 
James J. Banner 
Jan Stewart 
Karen W. Hayes 
Darrel Tanner 
Nicholas Horn 
Harley L. Harman 
Robert E. Price 
Thomas J. Hickey 
Paul W. May, Jr. 
Robert G. Craddock 
Nash M. Sena 
John E. Jeffrey 
Jack F. Fielding 
John M. Polish 

Senators 
James I. Gibson 
Eugene V. Echols 
Mike Sloan 
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Jean Ford 
Richard E. Blakemore 
Keith Ashworth 
Mel Close, Jr. 
Wilbur Faiss 
Floyd R. Lamb 
Don W. Ashworth 
Joe Neal 
William Hernstadt 

Governor of Nevada 
Honorable Robert List 

INTEREST GROUPS 

Nevada National Guard 
Air Force Association, Reno Chapter 
Air Force Association, Las Vegas Chapter 
Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce 
North Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce 
Las Vegas Sierra Club 
Sierra Club, National Office, San Francisco 
Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter 
Sierra Club, Sacramento, CA 
Sierra Club, Regional Wilderness Coordinator 
Sierra Club, Southwest Office 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
National Wildlife Federation, Western Regional Office 
National Wildlife Federation, Washington, D.C. 
Nevada Outdoor Recreation Association 
Nevada Wildlife Federation 
Friends of Nevada Wilderness 
Desert Protective Council 
Wilderness Society 
Foresta Institute 
Izaak Walton League of America 
Nevada Open Space Council 
Audubon Society, Lahonton Chapter 
Red Rocks Audubon Society 
League of Women Voters, Nevada 
League of Women Voters, Las Vegas 
Northern Nevada Native Plant Society 
American Horse Protection Association 
National Wild Horse Association 
Wild Horse Organized Assistance/International Association for 
the Protection of Wild Horses and Burros 

Archaeo-Nevada Society 
Southern Nevada Museum Association 
Nevada Archaeological Association 
Nevada State Historical Society 
Governor's Advisory Mining Board 
Nevada Mining Association 
Exploration Geologists of Nevada 
Geological Society of Nevada 
Nevada Miners and Prospectors 
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Nevada Prospectors Association 
Attorneys Evans, Kitchell, and Jenckes 
Southern Nevada Conservation Council 
Las Vegas Jeep Club 
Motorcycle Racing Association of Nevada 
Southern Nevada Off-Road Enthusiasts 
Nevada Cattlraen's Association 
Nevada Farm Bureau 
Nevada Woolgrowers Association 
University of Nevada, Max D. Fleischmann College of 
Agriculture, Reno, Nevada 
Renewable Natural Resources, University of Nevada, Reno, NV. 
Desert Research Institute, University of Nevada, Reno, NV 
Desert Research Institute, Las Vegas, NV 

LIBRARIES 

University of Nevada, Las Vegas, NV 
Washoe County Library 

•Clark County Library District Headquarters 
Decatur Branch 
Las Vegas City 
West Las Vegas 
Indian Springs Branch 

Beatty Community Library 
Getchell Main Library, Reno, NV 
Goldfield Public Library 
Lincoln County Library, Pioche, NV 

Caliente Branch 
North Las Vegas Public Library 
Tonopah Public Library 
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Correspondence Received Prior to Publication 
- of the Draft Environmental Statement 
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UNITED STATES 
ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 

nevada operations office 
F. 0. BOX 14100 

LAS VEGAS. NEVADA 89114 

JUN 21 1977 

Department of the Air Force 
Headquarters Tactical Air Command 
Attention: Director 

of Engineering and Construction 
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665 

Dear Sir: 

Reference Is made to your memorandum of May 23, 1977, concerning the 
preparation of an environmental statement to support the withdrawal and 
Nc“n a"t Z o'P^lc lands located In Clarke, and* Un'coÄ&s. 
wlthdnffÎriïîcUJ‘NAÎÎ4F rîe,r Members of ^ have already consulted 
with officials at Nellis A1r Force Base regarding this subject. 

l¡!tPr^teTnfFJnflÍt:hírÍÜalT0f bhe P^blic lands in question are of mutual 
interest to ERDA and the Tactical Air Command. Please be assured that 

statpmIntW1 T foperJte w1th in tbe Preparation of this environmental 
statement. I suggest a more suitable arrangement for achieving the 
preparation of the environmental statement would be for appropriate 
NÜmcSfl?f cy Staíf t0 prov1de operational and environmental Inputs to 
Nell 1s Air Force Base rather than directly to your office Arranae- 
nHnrihT a]r®adï been made to do th1s using Major M. W.'Toth as9the 

P0<Hnt of.5ontact* Th1s should save a great deal of duplication 

!UpImîonnandP™!uwa SP<ied1er and Cl°Ser WOrk1n9 relätl0"sh1P f°r 

Dr'ij‘uM\Pouth!tt and Mr* Ross Klnnaman of my Physical Sciences Division 
would be the point of contact for the Nevada Operations Office. Please 

ml arrangementíaCt (702/734'3491) d1rectly if wish to discuss 

Sincerely, 

cc: Maj. M. W. Toth 
Nellis AFB 

H. F. Mueller, NOAA/WSNSO 
Las Vegas, NV 

E. D. Campbell, ERDA/NV, BSD 

- J Mahl on E. Gates 
Manager 
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Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation 
1522 K Street NW. 
Washington. D.C. 20005 

June 2, 1977 

Mr. Villiam A. Duffy 

Dizactor of Engineering and Construction 
Headquarters Tactical Air Conmand 
Department of the Air Force 

Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665 

Dear Mr. Duffy: 

This is in response to your May 23, 1977, notice of Intent to prepare 
an environmental impact statement on the continued use of approximately 
3,000,000 acres of public lands located in Clark, Nye and Lincoln 

Counties of Nevada for use by the United States Air Force as air combat 
maneuvering, gunnery and bombing range. 

As part of its planning process the USAF should arrange to have the 
areas to be impacted by the undertaking surveyed to identify cultural 

properties eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places. After the survey is complete, if the USAF determines, in 

consultation with the Nevada State Historic Preservation Officer, tha.t 
the undertaking will result in an effect on any property included in or 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register it is required to afford 
the Council an opportunity to comment on the undertaking pursuant to 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 
470f, as amended, 90 Stat. 1320) in accordance with the "Procedures for 
the Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties" (36 C.F.R. Part 800). 

Subsequently, the environmental statement prepared for the undertaking 
should assess its impact on historic and cultural resources. If any 
of these properties are included in or eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register the environmental documentation should demonstrate 
contact with the Council and Include a copy of its comments. 

Should you have questions or require additional assistance in this 
matter, please contact Michael H. Bureman of the Council's staff at 
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Page 2 
June 2, 1977 
Mr. Willlaa A. Duffy 
Neills Air Force Range 

P. 0. Box 25085, Denver, 
an FTS number. 

Colorado 80225, telephone number (303) 234-4946, 

Sincerely yours. 

ywJJt 
Louis S. Wall 

„ Assistant Director, Office 
of Review and Compliance 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
LLOYD 500 BUILDING, SUITE 1692 

500 N.E. MULTNOMAH STREET 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 

Memorandum 

May 19, 1978 

TO: State Director, Nevada Bureau of Land Management, 
Reno, Nevada 

FROM: Acting Assistant Regional Director, Federal Assistance, 
Region 1, Portland, Oregon (AFA-SE) 

SUBJECT: Request for Informal Consultation - Section 7 - Endangered 
Species Act - Nellis Range Withdrawal 

Due to the large number of species known and suspected to occur on or 
adjacent to the Nellis Range it is our opinion that a study should be 
conducted to: 

1) Determine all candidate and proposed threatened or endangered 
(T/E) plant species which occur on the Nellis Range. 

2) Delineate the exact locations of such populations. 

3) Gather sufficient biological data on the populations of these 
species for use in making sound management decisions and to 

make determinations on current impacts to the subject species. 

Such a study should be for at least one full collecting season during an 

average moisture year and prior to an^ activities that might jeopardize 
the existence of the subject species. 

EG&G Inc., under the direction of Dr. William A. Rhoads, 130 Robin Hill 

Road, Goleta, California 93017 has done extensive studies on the Nevada 
Test Site and would be a qualified contractor to conduct such studies. 

Seventeen critically endangered Nevada species (ATTACHMENT 1) have been 
submitted to the Nevada State Forester and Fire Warden, by the Northern 
Nevada Native Plant Society, for protection under the provisions of 
Nevada State Law, NRS 527-050. 
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Page two 
May 19, 1978 

Several of the T/E species identified in your letter are high on our 
priority list for official listing. 

The solicitor for the Department of Interior has issued a negative opin¬ 
ion on mitigation of impacts to Critical Habitat of threatened or endan¬ 
gered species. This should be taken into consideration in your statement 
on page two of your letter regarding mitigation. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service may be conducting some botanical studies 
this year on the Desert National Wildlife Range adjacent to the Nellis 
withdrawal area. If and when these studies are complete we can provide 
you with a copy of these data. However, this study will be preliminary 
in nature and is not intended to serve as a detailed study since minimal 
funds are available this year. 

We are enclosing copies of status reports on three of the thirty-seven 
species and this information should supplement the data in your files 
(ATTACHMENT 2). We lack sufficient data to render a complete biological 
opinion. These data can only be obtained by field inventories. After 
these studies are conducted we suggest that informal consultation be 
re-initiated or as final rulemakings appear on the subject species formal 
consultation be requested. 

The Service would appreciate a response to this biological opinion out¬ 
lining your intent and objectives in providing protection for the plant 
taxa involved. 

Attachments 
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OFFICERS 

Ray Stater. Prwtëtiit 
Salt Laka City, Uta« 

Frtd Fflttom Jr.. Vlca Fruléaat 
Smit«, NavaRa 

Vivian Jay, Sacratary-Traaaarar 
Eait Ely, NavaEa 

DIRECTORS 

Eliai Goicoachaa 
Elko. Navada 

Gradan N. U ha Ma 
Ely. tenada 

Slanter Elltean 
Tuxarara. tenada 

layd Saranaan 
EN», tenada 

Ray Carta 
Jifa*' tenada 

Lawranca Ita^i^^l^i^l 
Ely, tenada 

Jahn'Carpanter 
Cika, tenada 

Da Layd SaltarthwaHa 
Tvaca rara, tenada 

June 30, 1977 

■art Faria 
Ely, tenada 

Rabart Baliarana 
I in lay, tenada 

Pala Paria. Jr. 
Avatin, tenada 

Raad R abitan 
Ely, tenada 

A^AdMlllhdhAa^rl 

Euraka. tenada 

Atea Dutvrrana 
Winnamucca, tenada 

Mr. William A. Duffy 

Director of Engrg & Const. 

HQ TAC /DEEV 

Langley AFB, VA 23665 

Dear Sir: 

In reference to your letter pertaining to continued use of 

public lands for an Air Force Base, please find the following: 

We strongly object to withdrawal of the range if the multiple 

use concept can not be administered. We feel we can get along with using 

the land as long as multiple use is maintained. Sections of the land 

in Nye, Lincoln, and Clark County to which you are referring 

have a great economical impact on the livestock industry for most 

of the producers in Southern and Eastern Nevada. 

As long as you use the parts above the ground and the livestock 

can use the forage produce on the ground, we do not object to this 

type of proposal. If you have any questions, please feel free to 
contact us. 

Sincerely yours, 

Stel'h.y 

Ray Staley 

President 



Law Offices 

McCandless & Barrett 
1707 H Strkbt, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. aoooe 

ROBERT C.McCANDLESS 
DAVID M. BARRETT 
RAY L. HANNA 

RUSSELL J. GASPAR 

SUITE 1008 

(202) 223-8440 

June 22, 1977 

William A. Duffy 

Director of Engineering 

and Construction 
Department of the Air Force 

Headquarters, Tactical Air Command 
Langley A.F.B., Virginia 23665 

Dear Mr. Duffy: 

Thank you for your letter of May 23, concernina 

Ma?i^reP?ratÍ°n 0f an envir0iimental impact statement for the 
Alr F°rce Ran9e- 9f Particular concern to our client, 

he American Horse Protection Association, is the effect that 
the operation of the Air Force range will have on the wild 

For^hiÎ^ r0am a portton of the Public lands in question. 
°?' weuwould ur9e that the environmental impact 

oí th« ne^ative impacts of Air Force operations 

or eliminatiígrt^sínimp^ísdetai1, With " VÍ6W t0Ward 

I 
environmental 

would appreciate receiving a copy of the draft 

impact statement when it is completed. 

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance. 

RJG:dsl 

very truly yours, 

McCandless & barrett 

By Russell a. gaspat 

i 
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June 16, 1977 

Commander William A. Duffy 
Director of Engineering and Construction 
Department of the Air Force 
Headquarters Tactical Air Camnand 
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665 

Dear Comnander Duffy: 
HE: DEEV 

Thank you very much for your request for conments upon the Environmental 
Impact Statement on the continued withdrawal and use by the Air Force of 
Nellis Air Force Range. This organization can only camnent our concerns 
as they apply to the wild horses. 

Under a joint agreement with the Bureau of Land Management the 
portion of the North Range known as the Nevada Wild Horse Range, supports 
a substantial number of wild free-roaming horses, in an environment 
relatively safe from harassment and capture. It is one of only a few 
such areas in existence. We understand that the Northern Boundary of 
the Nevada Wild Horse Range is currently being fenced in order to contain 
the horses within their boundary and to restrict illegal livestock entry. 
When this fencing is complete it would be our recomaendation that the 
Bureau of Land Management determine the actual use and adjust the horse 
population to what the resource can support. The horses do not appear 
to be affected by the operations in either the North or South Ranges. 
We would hope that the Air Force continues its' policies that have 
Insured the safety and well-being of the horse population in the Wild 
Horse Range. 

This organization strongly recomnends the continuance of withdrawal 
of these lands for the purposes as described in the operations sheet. 
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NEVADA HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

Founded ¡904 (•■O North Viroinia Strict 

TILIRMOnI 7B4-63S7 

Simo, ncvaoa asaos 

June 1, 1977 

William A. Duffy 

Director of Engineering and Construction 

Headquarters, Tactical Air Force 
Langley Air Force, VA 23665 

Dear Mr. Duffys 

Reference is made to your letter to the Society 
dated May 23, 1977, subjects Continued Withdrawal of Public 
Lands for Use as the Nellis Air Force Range. 

I am concerned that the Environmental Impact Statement 
mentioned in the subject letter properly study the historic 

sites within the Range and properly evaluate the impact of 

gunnery activity on these fragile and irreplaceable bits of 
Nevada s heritage. 

Would you please advise what individuals or organizations 
are conducting the cultural resource inventory portions of the 

EIS for you and what methods are employed to identify and protect 
these sites? 

Thank you for your attention. 

copies tos Dr. 

Dr. Donald Fowler, NAS 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

WILLIAM H. BRIARE 

June 21, 1977 

Mr. William A. Duffy 
Director of Engrg. S Const. 
Department of the Air Force 
Headquarters Tactical Air Command 
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, 23665 

RE: Continued withdrawal of public lands for 
use as Nellis Air Force Range. 

Dear Mr. Duffy: 

It gives me great pleasure to furnish comments for inclusion in the Environ¬ 
mental Impact Statement on the proposed continued use of public lands located 
in Clark and Nye Counties in the State of Nevada. 

The City of Las Vegas is very proud to have Nellis Air Force Base as a part 
of Nevada's largest community. The impact and contributions to all of Southern 
Nevada by the personnel of Nellis Air Force Base is of great significance both 
economically and socially. 

Nellis Air Force Base has very important missions to perform and requires large 
areas of public lands to accomplish their objectives. To even consider a 
possible reduction is unthinkable. 

The City of Las Vegas sincerely hopes that the continued use of public lands 
comprising the Nellis Air Force Range will be approved for an indefinite period. 

Sincerely, 

William H. Brlare 
Mayor of Las Vegas 

WHB:phc 
CITY OF LAS VEGAS 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 
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KEN O'CONNELL 
Extcuttrt Vie* Pnidmt 

US VEGAS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

June 22, 1977 

Hr. William A. Duffy, Dir. of Engrg. g Const. 
Department of the Air Force 
Headquarters Tactical Air Command re- 
Langley Air Force Base, Va. 23665 —— 

Dear Mr. Duffy: 

Continued Withdrawal of 
Public Lands for Use as 
the Nellis Air Force Range 

ærStsIITÂr'F;"8™“sä;.?:, 
“ s:“ä:;ä s 

The existance of Nellis Air Force Base in the Las Veeas 
provided an abundance of favorable publicitv for our^ar>aa S 
proud that the »Home of the Fighte/piÍoí^Llí öS comity."6 • 

ü?derstfnd thaî the activity on the Nellis Air Force Ranae is- 
continuously growing, e.g, , the much publicized Red Flaa oceration 

ÎZitîCreSf%in ra?ge activlty a significant imp;o?gonPrte =°S: 
support Neïlïni? ?orLe^Perîîed ^ "“et the de"““ds required to 
resources? 1 M F B throu8h manpower, housing and other 

The Greater Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce is willina to assist in a 

?hÄinKc.ob£;£.?ontinued wit,~ of & 
Sincerely, 

Charles L. Ruthe 
President 
K0:CLR:el 
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MIKC O'CAU-AttHAN 
C30VKRM0A 

THE STATE OF NEVADA 
CXKCUTIVt CHAMBER 

Carson City. Nkvaoa SB710 

June 14, 1977 

William E. Hains 
Colonel, U.S. Air Force 
Headquarters Tactical Air Command 
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23365 

Dear Colonel Rains: 

Thank you for your notification concerning the 
Environmental Impact Statement being prepared by the Army Corps 
of Engineers on behalf of the Department of the Air Force 
(application M-16095). 

The State of Nevada is interested in being continu¬ 
ously advised of the progress being made on the Draft EIS and 
I hereby designate Mr. Bruce Arkell, State Planning Coordinator, 
as the state liaison officer for this purpose. A major concern 
of this Administration is the large amount of land withdrawn for 
single purpose uses throughout the state. I hope that during 
your preparation of the EIS all consideration will be given 
to making appropriate reductions in the size of the currently 
withdrawn area, without jeopardizing the mission of the Air 
Force. This would then, presumably, free the released land 
for other uses. 

Also of concern is the Tonopah Test Range facility. 
This program is important to the economy of southern Nevada and 
was used as a major basis for the state's objection to the in¬ 
stallation of the Project Seafarer on land withdrawn by Nellis 
Air Force Base. Currently the lease between the Tonopah Test 
Range and Nellis Air Force Base is being negotiated and the EIS 
should provide for continuation of the lease, under terms that 
will be acceptable to the Tonopah Test Range people. 

Thank you for advising us of the status of this pro¬ 
ject. In the future, please provide all additional comments 
and inquiries directly to Mr. Arkell. 

Sincerely, 
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Eujj J. OHUm. DIrttlor 
■ NotUAN S. Hat, Astùtmu Dim-tor 

MIKE O'CALLAGHAN 
Gormar DIVISIONS 

Aiimt Rtpty to 
Nrt BMf. 201 So. Fall Stmt 
Canon City, Nevada 19701 
Tritphooe (702) U9-4MO 

Foaitrav 
Stati Puas 

Wato Rtaouacu 
CONSUVATION DUTIICTS 

On. ano Gaa Conseivation 

Stat« EmviaoN mental Commission 

Colmado Rival Rasouacas 

STATE OF NEVADA 

Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701 

July 13, 1977 

Mr. William A. Duffy 
Director of Engineering and 

Construction Headquarters 
Tactical Air Command 
Department of the Air Force 
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665 

Dear Mr. Duffy: 

This is in response to your letter of May 23, 1977. 
n^nICnn0ihlntenLt0 PrePare an environmental impact state- 
aeîp.; îftîehî?nt nU5d S'56 of aPProx^ately three million acres of public lands located in Clark, Nye, and Lincoln 
asU!lre?nmh;,!eVada for.use b* the United States Air Force 
rprninfïp ÏSh aneuvering’ 9unnery* and bombing range. We 
rnmm2nIZ5 our. resPonse to the proposal postdates your 
Hnï n£f?ead ne* buî4the Nevada State Historic Preserva- 

1Ce Wa! not,directly notified by the Air Force as 
sihi?ft?I?Pn|efHaCt ïî-’ ?1nce one of the Prinary respon- 

°f1th1s office is to serve as a coordinating 
i?îl ProJects that may or will affect the histor- 

IÎUra resources of the state of Nevada, we feel 
thePrliiew deadTîne ^ proposed Pr°Ject regardless of 

verye^rïfünItîdd!.p?îCîhStat?ïent7Under PreParation should hi address the cultural resources in the area to 
be affected by the proposed Air Force actions. If the areas 
Impacted In the past and those to be Impacted In the future 
have not been surveyed for historical and archaeological 
írÍi?i¡Hthen thi? should certainly be done as a part of your 
preliminary environmental assessment. Only those resources 
that have been recognized and assessed can be effectlîeW 
historlâns^houïd'h1 S r;fe?Sional »rcSLolo" Ísts aíd 

Uld be consu1ted with, In order to develop a 
cultural resource management plan for the Nellis Bombing 

a W Ran9e. In this way, future destruction of ?ul- 
tural resources can be avoided. 



Mr. William A. Duffy 
Page 2 

An archaeological or historical site is a nonrenewable 
resource which should not be destroyed or despoiled 
capriciously. The type and level of damage the pro¬ 
posed activities would have on Nevada's very fragile 
and vulnerable cultural resource base is total and, 
from our point of view, unacceptable. 

In respect to legislation relating to the proposed 
undertaking, we suggest you review the requirements 
placed on federal agencies by Executive Order 11593, 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 
and "Procedures for the Protection of Historical and 
Cultural Properties" (36CFR, Part 800). 

If we can be of assistance to you during your environ¬ 
mental impact statement preparation or compliance pro¬ 
cedures, please call us. 

State Historic Preservation Officer 
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«mam Hau. Director 

Ml Robin ion , Autruot Director 

IMM L. Lima, Aulslomt Director 

Addreu Reply to 

Capitol Complex 
Nye Bld|.. 201 1 Fall Street 
Canon City, Nevada 19710 

Telephone (702) II3-4UO 

MUCH O'CALLAOHAN 
Governor 

STATE OF NEVADA 

DIVISIONS 
CotuerviUon DUtncu 
Eavtronmeotal Protection 
Foreetry 
Hiuorlc Préservation and Archeolotj 
State Lands 
Mineral Resources 
State Parka 
Water Plannini 
Water Resources 

COMMISSIONS 
Stale Conservation Commisaton 
State Environmental Commlsaion 

Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

CARSON CITY. NEVADA 89710 

August 26, 1977 

Mr. E. I. Rowland, Director 
Nevada State Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
Room 3008, Federal Building 
300 Booth Street 
Reno, Nevada 89509 

Dear Mr. Rowland: 

Subject: SCHEDULED PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT ON A PROPOSAL TO RENEW WITHDRAWAL 
FROM PUBLIC USE THE NELLIS AIR FORCE BASE 
GUNNERY AND BOMBING RANGE. 

In a letter to William A. Duffy dated July 13, I977 this 
f:cha%P;?Vide initial comment on the proposed action. 

At that time, however, we did not have a copy of the 
»nv'roMenui statement preparation plan, a copy of which 
leïtSr US\ ‘ï viewing ‘"is £lan and oSÍ ürigiíal 

nh 1ns]ulie<i a CIW) ve have one additional 
to a data «nPä?erifl,e ?f t,le pUn 14 U ‘"at due 
a°ria««tT ? P* Class I survey will be conducted. Since 
a Class I survey entails only a literature search it 
Theíefnrp^íí 3 data 9aP but on1y further define i’t. 
I.irveí°h!vu ?e?m! far more evant that a Class II 
liable moHe?mPfleted* T?i$ W°uld provide a "ore re¬ liable model for assessing the nature and distribution of 

S “J? tie65^; i'^'lTJl"9 th1s matterrwith^Robert BLM, he Indicated that this had been a maior 
topic of discussion and was near resolution. 
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August 26, 1977 
Nr. E.I. Rowland, Director 
Page 2 

If we may be of further assistance In the preparation or 
review of this cultural resource Inventory plan, please 
feel free to contact us. 

Kimberly Wood 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

KW:CZ:ba 

Attachment 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

P.O. Box 4850, Reno, NV 89505 

3une 15, 1977 

William A. Duffy 
Director of Engrg & Const 
Department of the Air Force 
Headquarters Tactical Air Command 
Langley Air Force Base, VA 23665 

Dear Mr. Duffy: 

We have reviewed your letter of May 23, 1977, concerning the preparation 
of an Environmental Impact Statement for continued withdrawal of public 
lands for use as the Nellis Air Force Range. 

One comment we have is that you should have a statement about Prime and 
Unique Farmland, such as, "At this time, the SCS has not made a study of 
the area, but based on knowledge of this area, they do not feel that 
there is any Prime or Unique Farmland on Nellis Air Force Range. As funds 
permit, they will make an official determination." 

We would also like to see some comment on any measures you have taken, or 
planned, for conservation of soil and water on the Range. 

Thank you for the opportunity to have input into the E.I.S. process. If 
we can provide you with technical assistance, please contact me. 

Sincerely yours, 

State Conservationist 

9-2f & 



Correspondence Received During Public Comment Period 
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North ILas Tesas 1023 East Lake Mead Boulevard 
North Las Vegas, Nevada 89030 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE phone 702 642-9595 

August 21, 1979 

State Director (N-921) 

Bureau of Land Management 
Room 3008, Federal Building 
300 Booth Street 
Reno, Nevada 89509 

Dear sir: 

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS). 

During the Board of Directors meeting of the North 
Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce, August 16, 1979, it was 
unaminously voted to endorse the retention of withdrawal 
lands. 

Nellis Air Force Base and Southern Nevadans have en¬ 
joyed an excellent rapport since its establishment. Use 
of these lands have served a great portion of our economic 
basis. Also, prior and current use of these lands are 
not endangering our environment through Nellis Air Force 
operations. 

Therefore we feel that continuance of Nellis Air Force 
Operations should not be placed in jeopardy or at a stand-- 
still and said lands be utilized by the Air Force. 

Ellen Frehner, CCE 
Executive Vice President 

EF:b 

cc: Col. Win E. DePoorter 
Commander 

57th Combat Support Group 
Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada 

ACCRCMTKO 
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Bs 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
DAVID R. BELDINO 
JACKC. McELWEE 
GORDON W. HARRIS 
BELTON P. MOURAS 
GERTRUDE BRONN. Honorary 
In Mamón am 

LOUISE C. HARRISON 
VELMA B. JOHNSTON. "Wüd Horan Annin” 

WILD HORSE ORGANIZED ASSISTANCE 
INC. 

A Foundation for the Welfare of 
Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros 

August 22, 1979 

P. O. Bos Î55 
Reno. Nevada 89504 
Telephone 323-5908 

Area Code 702 

Mr. E. F. Spang, Director 
Bureau of Land Management 

Room 3008, Federal Building 

300 Booth Street 
Reno, Nevada 89509 

Dear Mr. Spang: 

Re: 1792 Nellis DEIS (N -921.2) 

Thank you very much for your request to comment on the DEIS on the with¬ 

drawal of public lands for the Nellis Air Force Bombing Range. We can only 
comment on the portion of the North Range known as the Nevada Wild Horse Refuge, 

which supports a substantial number of wild free-roaming horses. Up to the 
present we have generally supportive of the continued withdrawal for several 

reasons,' one being the safety of the animals. However, the DEIS proposal 

seemingly implies an overall expansion of testing without Identifying the negative 

impacts on wild horses. The DEIS fails to produce any programs of enlighten¬ 
ment (research), the alternatives where the impacts could be minimized for these 

particular animals. 

Our concerns are: 

1. Pollutants impact on 

a. ground cover 
b. water 

c. vegetation 

2. Construction 

a. migration-immigration 

b. obtaining cover, food and water* 

* stress caused from excessive heat, and lack of water caused deaths of 

50 odd horses at Dugway Proving Grounds June-July, 1976. 

3. 

2-2 

Radioactivity levels 

a. safe level for horses 
b. water 

c. vegetation 

4. Vegetation impacts on the 7600 acres 

a. alternative source 
b. loss in terms of AUMs for horses 



Page two 

I 5. Noise level 

I a. stress after additional sorties are instituted 

h“ hfd “P16 tlme 3ln<:e the esteblishnent of the 
agreement In 1962, 1965 respectively to determine levels of stress, toxlcltv 
migration patterns In relationship to the activities on the bombing range 

Since none of these were listed, suggested or implied we must reply to the 

negative to the DEIS. We query why some alternatives were not suggested or 
those that were not explained in detail. suggested or 

2-2 

2-3 

1. Do pollutants(dust, radioactivity, etc.) permete water and forage supplies’ 

ifsaibi?? are,th®. accePtable ievels safe for wild horses? Would i^be 
possible to seed other areas away from contaminated sites? 

2. What disruption would be caused by construction? 
during seasons of use by the horses? 

Is it possible to do this 

2-4 

Z-S 

3' «.«Îéd’to'îd^SfTrh* el'ctr°,“8netlc,«dl«lo". why are studlea not 

Wfu L^líd? S* SUrely thlS “culd also 

4. Noise ievels at the present seemingly are not disruptive, what haonens 

when an additional 5,000 sorties are instituted? If the agencies do not 
plan on studies, who and how will this level of stress be determined? 

beins economic» Political, and ideological all of which exist on the level of awareness It h,* ’_ cuiwsitai, an or 

story that will and does affect human lives evervdav Porban« it- 4 j 

to those horses. ^ res 1501131151111:163 without knowing what the proposal will do 

Most sincerely, 

Dawn Y. Lappln (Mrs.i 
Director 
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Response to Questions 

2-1 The 7600 acres of vegetation impact described in the draft 
BIS involves acreage on both the North and South Ranges. There 
are no alternative sources on the Nellis AP Range to replace the 
estimated impact acreage. The text has been modified on page 3-8 
to discuss the long term net change in AUM's on the Wild Horse 
Range. 

2-2 The Environmental Protection Agency's air quality standards 
have been established for the protection of health (primary 
standards) and welfare (secondary standards). In general, these 
standards should be sufficient to protect wild horses and their 
vegetation. The draft BIS has shown that aircraft emissions and 
fugitive dust generation will be within the federal standards. As 
indicated on page 3-8* vegetation adjacent to construction 
activities could accumulate enough dust on the leaves to prevent 
respiration. This vegetation would also be within a zone where it 
could receive impacts from crushing or soil compaction. These 
impacts could be more significant in terms of vegetation loss and 
conseguently this acreage is included in the 7600 acres. There 
will be no construction near water sites so they should not be 
significantly impacted. Due to the number of acres (93) that 
would be impacted on the Wild Horse Range and lack of rainfall, 
reseeding would be of limited value and may be no more productive 
than natural revegetation. 

There are no known radioactive contaminated sites on the Wild 
Horse Range. Perhaps the best way to describe the impact of 
radioactivity on wild horses is to draw attention to the herd of 
beef cattle maintained by the DOE on the Nevada Test Site (NTS). 
Since 1955, the ABC (now DOE) has sponsored an Animal Investiga¬ 
tion Program in conjunction with the test activities conducted at 
the NTS. Periodically (twice a year) a selected number of the 
beef herd (usually six) are sacrificed and the tissues of these 
animals are radioanalyzed. Also any road kills of mule deer are 
similarly sampled. Samples of desert bighorn sheep are obtained 
in cooperation with the Ü.S. Fish & Wildlife Service on the Desert 
National Wildlife Range located to the east of the Nevada Test 

Site. The radionuclides found in these animal tissues, such as 
cesium-137 and strontium-90, have been decreasing over the years 
since the Limited Test Ban Treaty and closely follow the reduction 
in worldwide fallout. Actually the levels of these isotopes are 

somewhat lower than those found in animals living in wetter 
climates where the atmospheric fallout is rained out. [See 
reference 3.] 

EPA also maintains an off-site sampling network and they typically 
have found concentrations of tritium and zenon-133 which, when 
averaged over the year, have remained less than 0.01 percent of 
the Radiation Concentration Guide. The concentration of 
krypton-85 observed over the years are difficult to distinguish 
from that derived from worldwide nuclear reactors and average 
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about 17 pCi/m3 (0 02 percent of the concentration guide). The 
levels of radioactivity are so low they would have no significant 
impact on the wild horses. [See reference 3.] significant 

hñL °i^SPii0n from construction activities would result in wild 

It is also ooaa°hiaV?¿d-ng -he a^eas durin9 construction periods. 
ble their mi9ration routes could be slightly 

vear-roundll?tCmnStrUiti°n occ^?- since the horses use the range 
year round, it may not be possible to mitigate these conditions- 

sianifiian?ey T1- be.íe?porafy and are not considered to be 
t* .A2ain' lt: 13 P°lnted out that no construction will 

occur near existing water facilities. 

2”4 JS believed the electromagnetic radiation analysis 

aíS n1oefd^?a9ei3"í°^ffÍCÍently de3Cribes the po?entiaî impact 
mîcrSwave radU? on ftorthPPe?r J60633^* ^ emphasized tí at icrowâve radiation from the electronic warfare radar simulators 
hail h6 similar bo existing military and civilian systems which 
dtllqt.en °peratlng many years without any noticeable ecological 

Jhe Air Force has been working for three years to develop a 
computer program for predicting noise contours on ranges 
comparable to the program developed for airfields (Air Installa¬ 
tion Compatable Use Zone). Aircraft operaíííís on tííti^í Jííges 
differ from operations at an airfield in that, on ra^es thí 

dÍrnn?fí Can opel^e at varying altitudes and airspeeds,'aid also 
do not have established routes. Operations around an airfield are 
controlled and aircrews are required to fly assigned r^es at 
desisted airspeeds and altitudes. Due to thíse maj£ 

tivílv delíribeeh?Ír haS n0t y6t been able to Puantita- 
iinroLh Î b! th n01se environment on ranges. A simple 

Can' boYever' be used to qualitatively evalulate the 
í¿oíidpHa¡?h! lncJ®asin9 the number of operations on the range 
p ided the aircraft type and mix remain unchanged. 

Pr?^ecbed there will be a 15 percent increase in sorties 
^hn01Se^eVels (decibels) are a logarithmic function, doubi- 

wouldhLd°TidieS î!°uld-add 3.decibels (dB). A 26 percent increase 
ould add IdB. Therefore, it can be seen that an increase of 15 

nprin add le3s. than ldB to the existing noise levels. The 
average person cannot hear a difference of 3dB in noise levels. 

Tri guieterCe H 0lder type with ones that 
wniqhi ^ • îf th5 rabl° of new to old aircraft increases, there 
iií1 b® a sll9ht reduction in the overall noise level. Consider- 

AF9RaÍLa«hneiíaCt?rSí th®.future noise conditions on the Nellis 
conditionghould not si9mficantly differ from existing 

s¿ecií°rírt?2dN«iÍ??°r?pSSeeP are more s^9nificant animal 
e n tbe Ne33ls AF Range. The sheep population has been 

stîultull* Tf2ru' there is no material difference in the age 
structure, and wild horse populations on the Wild Horse Range have 
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grown in the past few years. Although there may be some uncer¬ 

tainty in long term effects, the past 40 years of noise exposure 
over the range has not resulted in any noticeable change for these 
species. The most critical factors concerning their survival 
appear to be predators and availability of food and water. 

Based on the above factors, the Air Force does not feel studies to 
determine noise impacts are warranted. The Air Force commits to 
continuing responsibilities established in the MOU's. If it is 
determined that some future Air Force activity may threaten wild 
horses existence on the range, the Air Force will work with other 
concerned agencies to develop necessary mitigation actions. 

9-31 



United States Department of the Interior 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

RESIGN, VA. 22092 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

In Reply Refer To: 
EGS-DES-79/47 Í5 SEP 1979 
Mall Stop 760 

Memorandum 

J-/ 

T0: ÏÎÂ?f RoSenScW $l)ea1ty’ Bureau »lg0 

Through ^Assistant Secretary—Energy and Minerals ^ ^ 

From: Director, Geological Survey 

Subject: Review of draft environmental statement for public land 
withdrawa , Nellis Air Force Bombing Range, Nye, Clark 
and Lincoln Counties, Nevada 

Auquste6rfïomWthPtA«?rîft+SÎîte'T,rt âS re(luested 1n a memorandum of August 6 from the Assistant Director, Lands and Rights-of-Way. 

Regarding further mineral-resource investigations (p. 2-34, last oar 1 
in order for field work to be considered by the Geological SurveyP some 
planning meetings are necessary with the Air Force and Bureau of Land 

¡J?na9ers t0 determine what work needs to be done, and the 
our^caoabilíHpç ÜÜh 0ther arran9enients- We would then need to determine 
agieemenS iou d \Pr°jeCt pr0posal 50 that a memorandum of 
woíked lito ni.r ? d; Any project of this sort would need to be 

”aïIdfÎ^?ïrtS„h1^ndrs1îe^'d be n°ted that We are now maM"3 

u 

/ j r 111 i /r*"'^'Ccy ^ ^ u,S-í- i 
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Response to Questions 

3-1 The Department of Defense (DOD) and BLM are negotiating a 
compromise on their differences of the Federal Land Policy and 

Management Act (FLPMA) mineral survey requirements as they apply 
to Engle Act withdrawals. This proposed compromise would require 
BLM to fund any additional mineral surveys they require to support 
this proposed withdrawal. The Air Force has already conducted the 
equivalent of a "Level I" mineral survey in fulfilling its 

requirements under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and the Engle Act. If BLM determines additional surveys are 

required, they may be conducted according to their time frame and 
availability of funds. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

GEOLOGIÇAL SURVEY 
Conservation Division 
345 Middlefield Bead 

Menlo Park, California 94025 

Septeirber 6, 1979 

Mémorandum 

To: State Director, Nevada HIM 

Fran: Conservation Manager, Western Ifegion 

Subject: Review of Draft ES for Proposed Public Land Withdrawal, 
Nellis Air Force Barbing Range, Nevada 

The dr^ environmental statement has been reviewed for geology and 
minerals descriptions, and we offer the following contents: 

1. Geology and locatable minerals resources have been 
well covered. 

4-1 

4-2 

3. 

The figure on page 2-10 is labeled "General Soils - 
Geology Map" but instead shows general 1 andscare 
features. 

Information on leasable minerals is lacking. The 
following information should be included to your 
section on mineral resources: 

The area within the Nellis Air Force barbing range contain lands 
that are prospectively valuable for oil and gas, and for sodium 
and potassium. Also, there are known occurrences of alunite and 
potash, me enclosed maps are for your reference, and further 
delineate the leasable mingy*1 « areas. 

Enclosure 



Response to Questions 

4-1 Text revised, see figure 2-3 on page 2-10. Coordination with 
the Soil Conservation Service shows no soil surveys have been 
conducted on the range. In absence of the formal surveys, it is 
believed the soils data provided shows the ecological 
relationships with vegetation and wildlife and is adequate for 
this purpose. 

4-2 Text on page 2-31 has been revised to show the additional 
data which was apparently omitted from the minerals report 
prepared by the U.S. Geological Survey and Bureau of Mines. The 
Air Force extends appreciation to USGS for insuring all available 
data is made a part of this document. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

LOWER COLORADO REGIONAL OFFICE 
P.O. BOX 427 

IN REPLY 
REFERIO: LC-150 

565 

BOULDER CITY, NEVADA 89005 

S£P r«79 

Memorandum 

To: State Director (M-921), Bureau of Land Management, 
Room 3008, Federal Building, 300 Booth Street, 
Reno, Nevada 89509 

From: Regional Environmental Officer 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Public Land 
Withdrawal, Nellis Air Force Bombing Range, Nye, Clark, 
and Lincoln Counties, Nevada 

The subject document has been reviewed and we find the proposed plan 

will not have an impact on any of Reclamation's primary activities. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this statement. 

.qOJTIO/v 



United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

SACRAMENTO AREA OFFICE 

2800 COTTAGE WAY, ROOM E-27A0 
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95825 

Sep 7, 1979 

TO: State Director Nevada 

Bureau of Land Management 
Reno, NV 

FROM: Area Manager (AM-RW), Sacramento, CA 

SUBJECT: Draft Environment Statement - Withdrawal of Public Land, 
Nellis AFB Bombing Range 

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Statement, Department of Defense, 
on the proposed withdrawal of public land for the Nellis Air Force Bomb¬ 
ing Range. 

In addition to our comments to follow, I have authorized Mr. Roger Johnson 
to reply directly to your office. Mr. Johnson is a former Refuge Manager 

of Desert National Wildlife Range and was until recently coordinating the 
Fish and Wildlife Service's participation in Washington D. C. Unfortunately, 
lack of time has not permitted consolidation of his comments. 

Our comments are as follows: 

General: Many of our comments are directed at what the draft statement 
does not say. We believe the draft is overly vague and leaves a great 

deal of assuming to the reader. The South Range is Desert National Wild¬ 
life Range (DNWR) and use of this range is controlled under the memorandum 

of understanding. The MOU should be the language guidance in referencing 
activities in the South Range. In addition, we are disturbed as to the 
impact on the proposed wilderness portion of DNWR open to the public. This 
aspect should be addressed in the draft and clarified as to types of uses 
and where these uses will be allowed. 

Specific Comments: 

6-1 
Page 1-29, last paragraph. The TFWC projects sortie increases in excess of 
100% over 1977 for the 474 TFW. The why is explained because of less fuel 
capacity but where these sorties will be taking place should be addressed. 



b-l 

Page 1-32, 4th paragraph. "In general" must be deleted because MOU spells 

out location of targets below 3,600 foot contour line in Indian Springs Valley 

and below the 4,000 foot contour line in Three Lakes Valley. No targets 
should be above these lines! 

¿•3 

Page 1-35, last paragraph. Since air space has been brought up in this 

paragraph, we would like the military to address the use of the four MOU 

(Military Operating Area) especially the Alamo unit which overlays the 

Sheep Mountain Range. The FAA has given the AF authority to fly as low 

as 100 feet AGL (above ground level) in these units. This is definitely 

a departure from the 2,000 foot AGL spelled out in our MOU. 

6-4 

Page 2-30, 3rd paragraph. We would like to see language as used in the MOU 

wherever possibie, i.e., "in addition, Air Force will make available one per¬ 

iod of 14 consecutive days each calendar year during the months of December 

and/or January when Interior will have free and uninterrupted use and access 

6 lands covered by this MOU to conduct a Bighorn Sheep Hunt" rather than 

t.o 3 J;equires a curtailment of Air Force activities during the hunt." Also, 
State should be possessive. 

6-5 

Pf?e,2”?5’ lst Para8raPh. Once again airspace is mentioned and this time as 
all inclusive over the total wilderness proposal. It is imperative that the 

authority for this use be spelled out and the degree of use should be clar¬ 
ified as to what, where, how, and when! 

6-6 

Page 2-47, 4th paragraph. States sensitive or populated areas as restricted 

and supersonic activity should avoid such areas. FAA Advisory 91-36A dated 

7-9-74 lists National Wildlife Refuges and Ranges as typical noise-sensitive 
areas. 

6-7 

Page 3-12, 4th paragraph. The MOU restricts flying to a minimum of 2,000 

feet AGL except for landing and take-off at Indian Springs, using the 

approach corridor to target areas, and when delivering ordnance air to 

ground targets. The sentence, "Obviously, where low overflights occur,- 

noise will have a detrimental effect on wilderness users and possibly on 

wildlife as well," needs explaining as it is in direct conflict with our MOU. 

6-(9 

-17’ laSt Para§raPh- States expected supersonic aircraft operations 
will have a slight expansion. This does not agree with the projected sorties 

for 1978 and 1979 which increased over 100%. We feel that sonic boom over¬ 

pressures should be expressed in decibels so the layman will understand what 
that paragraph means! 

2 
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Page 3-18, 1st paragraph. This paragraph apparently is the analysis referred 

to in 5th paragraph on page 2-47, where it states 4,969 sonic booms were re¬ 

ported during 1977. Table 1-3 on page 1-15 shows over 100Z increase in 

sorties flown in 1977 to that of 1978 and 1979 for the 474 TFW. The Air 

Force should project the increase in sonic booms over that of 1977 rather 

than to be more than vague by stating the incidence of sonic booms will 
increase. 

The South Range is the DNWR. Consequently "and" leads the reader to believe 

otherwise. Semantics of course but "or" would be the proper conjunction. 

Figure 1-1, page 1-2 shows the Alamo road paralleling the east boundary of 

the South Range. This is one of only two main access roads which traverse 

the DNWR and can be used by the public, consequently practically all of 

our visitors will be startled by sonic booms since one cannot get any 

closer to the action without getting on the targets. 

b-!0 

Page 3-18, 2nd paragraph. States low level supersonic flights are restricted 

over the DNWR. This should be clarified as to where such a restriction is 

published and secondly, how widely is such a document circulated or made 

available to the pilots using any or all of the airspace above the DNWR? 

Page 3-18, 4th paragraph. It may be true that the limited data available 

does not show any altered behavior patterns due to sonic booms, however, 

we are aware of no data showing that behavior patterns in big game have not 
been altered. 

Page 3-18, last paragraph. Upon reading this paragraph and especially so the 

last sentence, we do not believe the Air Force should proceed without some 

sort of a committment to set up a study designed to gather data and monitor 
the long-term protracted exposure. 

6-/3 

Page 3-19, 1st paragraph. The Air Force should spell out the so-called 

history of sonic booms over DNWR. Colonel Chuck Yeager was first to fly 

supersonic and that was around the mid-40's. I would suspect this area 

didn't hear many sonic booms until the early to mid-60's. 

6-/4 

Page 3-19, 2nd paragraph. This paragraph contradicts the last paragraph 

on page 3-18. The AF's conclusion that their activities would have little 

impact on the bighorn sheep is based upon data derived from studies with 

domestic animals. To our knowledge nothing has been done with wild sheep 
whose behavior is quite different. 

6-IS Page 6-1, 4th paragraph. This paragraph once again addresses the need for 
some sort of study of long-term effects. 

3 
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Page 7-1, 2nd paragraph. The "certain non-military activities are compatible" 
should be elaborated as to types, where, etc. 

6-/6 

6-/7 Page 7-1,3rd paragraph. This paragraph should also be clarified as should 
the preceding one. 

6-/a 

Page 8-2, 4th paragraph. We do not understand this statement — "the pro¬ 

posed wilderness area would continue to have about the same level of noise 

impact. If the withdrawal were not renewed then all activity would be 

limited to air-to-air firing and this is restricted to 10,000 feet and 

above. Consequently little or no noise would impact DNWR. 

6-/9 

Page 8-2, 5th paragraph. No additional protection is provided the bighorn 

sheep by the military closure. To date the AF is having trouble keeping 

trespassers out of the target areas where they are stealing equipment, parts, 

and materials. As for poaching, we have had none for a long time on the 

Sheep Range which carries over 50% of our animals so we would doubt if 

^LWOuld be tried in the Pintwaters. Access in the Pintwaters is more 
difficult than in the Sheep range. 

6-20 

Finally, in reading the draft we did not detect acknowledgement of impacts 

beyond the scope of routine operations. Twc incidents that come to mind 

are the accidental bombing (with live ammunition) of our headquarters at 

Corn Creek several years ago and an extremely low "buzzing" of a refuge 

vehicle on the Mormon road. This latter incident required medical 
attention. 

We certainly recognize that it is impossible to completely eliminate 

incidents, but the possibilities of such impacts should be recognized. 

Acting Area Manager 

cc: Desert NWR 

Regional Director (ARW-PRO), Portland, OR 

San Francisco Bay NWR 

4 
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Response to Questions 

6-1 The text on page 1-21 has been revised and references Table 
1-3 which shows sorties for the North and South Ranges. 

6-2 The MOU does spell out the contour lines in Indian Springs 

and Three Lake Valleys; however, the targets in Three Lakes Valley 
are below the 3,600 foot contour due to Air Force policy in siting 
targets. The terrain slope above the 3,600 foot contour at many 

locations in this valley is too great for adequate target siting. 
Therefore, the term "in general, are restricted..." more ade¬ 
quately describes the existing conditions. This is not to say at 
some time in the future, the Air Force may have a requirement to 
place a target between the 3,600 and 4,000 foot contour in Three 
Lakes Valley. If so, the requirement will be coordinated with the 
DNWR management. [For additional data on this MOU see reference 

6-3 The Air Force does conduct aircraft training in the Desert 
Military Operating Area (MOA) east of the Nellis AF Range. The 
eastern portion of the DNWR as well as the Sheep Mountain Range 
are under this airspace. Operations on the Nellis AF Range 
(subject of this document) cannot be linked to operations in the 
MOA by the MOU between the Air Force and FWS; these are separate 
and independent actions. The MOU covers only that land and 
airspace of the South Range, not the entire DNWR as indicated by 
this comment. The commenter is directed to the Final Environ¬ 

mental Statement for the Tactical Fighter Weapons Center Range 
Complex (reference 1 for this document) for a thorough review of 
operations in the MOA. Applicable portions (those that apply to 
Range Operations) have been referenced herein and data extracted 
to evaluate impacts of this proposed action. The MOU does not 
cover the entire MOA airspace. This is a subject of continuing 

discussion between FWS and the Air Force, and is not germane to 
this document. 

6-4 The MOU does discuss providing 14 consecutive days each 
calendar year, however, it is not necessary to provide direct 

quotes in order to understand the main issue of assuring safety 
for people involved in the bighorn sheep hunt. Stating, "... 
activities are curtailed during the hunt..." adequately covers 
this point. [See reference 23.] 

6-5 The authority to use the Desert Military Operating Area was 
granted by the FAA. The commenter is directed to references 1 and 
8 of this document for additional information on use and impacts 
of operations in the MOA. 

6-6 The FAA Advisory 91-36A is as indicated an advisory, not a 
regulation. Before use of airspace is granted FAA requires an 
environmental analysis of the proposed action. Documents 
published to date by the Air Force and FWS have not indicated any 
significant impact from operations in the questioned airspace. 

9-41 



All populated areas (Caliente, Panaca, Pioche, etc) under the MOA 
are restricted from low level supersonic overflight. Therefore, 
the Air Force believes operations within the MOA are in agreement 
with the intent of FAA Advisory 91-36A. 

6-7 Text revised. See paqe3-13. 

6-8 The total projected sorties over the Nellis AF Range 

represents a 15 percent increase over the base year of 1977. All 
of these sorties will not be flown at supersonic speeds, there¬ 
fore, the number of sonic booms will not increase by 100 percent 
as indicated by this comment. The preferred unit for expressing 
sonic boom overpressures is pounds per square foot, however, to 
assist this commentor, the comparable dB values will be provided 
here rather than revising the text. Pages 3-19 and 20 discusses 
overpressures up to 51b/ft2 (117dB(c)) with decay values ranging 
from 0.6 lb/ft2 (95dB(c)) to 1.2 lb/ft2 (102dB(c)) at the boom 
cut-off point. Physiological effects have been reported at 95 
lb/ft2 (147dB(c)), but overpressures up to 144 lb/ft2 

(151dB(c)) have been reported without injury. Review of these 
figures show that overpressures 28 times greater than the maximum 
projected for the Range have been experienced without injury. If 
one assumes the 95 lb/ft2 value as a level for physiological 
effect, the maximum projected for the Range would be 18 times less 
than this value. At the boom cutoff point the overpressure would 
be from about 160 to 80 times less than the physiological effect 
value. 

6-9 The text has been revised on page 3-20 to indicate projected 
number of sonic booms from ACM operations. 

The South Range does not include all of the DNWR. Since some 

noise generated by sonic booms mav be heard on that portion of the 
DNWR not coincident with the South Range, "and" is the correct 
conjunction. 

6-10 Restrictions on supersonic flights are published in Air 
Force Regulation (AFR) 55-34, "Reducing Flight Disturbances", 
dated April 20, 1976, and AFR 50-46 Weapons Ranges, NAFB 

Supplement 1. Each pilot is aware of these regulations and are 
required to log each flight that is conducted at supersonic 

speeds. Supersonic flights over the Nellis AF Range Complex are 
restricted to altitudes above 5,000 feet AGL, therefore, any low 
level flights that may occur will be at subsonic speeds. 

6-11 Comment noted. 

6-12 Throughout the preparation of this EIS coordination has been 
maintained with the FWS. Data provided by FWS and that contained 
in their final EIS for Wilderness designation on the DNWR does not 
indicate aircraft operations have been a significant impact to 
game on the Range. The paragraph referenced by this comment indi¬ 
cates biological changes may occur and could be below the 
threshold of detection. Data is not available to evaluate low 
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level, long term stresses and how additive they would be to the 

more short term stresses induced by the local climate, disease, 
predators, and availability of food and water. 

The primary animals on the Range are bighorn sheep, horses and 
burros. In terms of age structure, longevity, and reproduction 
success, there has been no significant changes noted in the desert 
bighorn sheep for a number of years. This point is also supported 
by the bighorn sheep hunt statistics; the above factors are 
evaluated in determining the number of sheep to be harvested each 
year. In 1976 the DNWR supported about 40 percent of the state's 
sheep population. Between 1952 and 1976 about 50 percent of the 
sheep harvested in the state occurred on the DNWR. wild horses 
and burro populations on the North Range have expanded in the past 
few years. 

6-13 Text revised. See page 3-21, 

6-14 There is no contradiction in the two referenced paragraphs. 
The first talks about indicées which could be noted in a short 
time period, whereas the latter concerns long term exposures and 
considers biological changes that could be below a threshold of 
detection. 

Studies evaluated in preparation of this document involved captive 
and wild desert bighorn sheep. In fact, USFWS at Yuma, Arizona, 
during a period from September 1978 to March 1979 made five 

different observations of bighorn sheep exposures to sonic booms. 
Sheep reactions noted varied from no visible reaction to momentary 
concern. 

6-15 See response to comment 6-12. 

6-16 The paragraph has been changed to indicate existing types of 
compatible uses. 

6-17 The intent of this paragraph has been included in the one 
immediately above and this one deleted from the document. 

6-18 Air combat maneuvering training over the South Range could 
continue with operations down to 2,000 feet AGL. Additionally, 
operations in the Desert MOA could also continue. Only air-to- 
ground training would be eliminated. 

6-19 It is the Air Force's opinion that bombing, live firing and 
other mililtary activities is a deterrent to unauthorized access 
to the Range. 

6-20 With the large number of operations occurring both day and 
night, there is always a potential for incidents. The relatively 
few that have occurred adds credibility to the need for restrict¬ 
ing access and close coordination between users of the range. As 
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a matter of record, upon notification of the low overflight inci- 
the Air Force reguested the FWS employee get a medical check“ 

up. To date no report has been forwarded to the Air Force 
indicating any ill effects occurred. The Air Force has installed 
aircraft warning lights on the Corn Creek Field Station as a 
measure of safety. 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU 
LIOISLATIVK BUICOINO 

Capitol complex 

CARSON CITY. NEVADA 89710 

ARTHUR J. PALMER. Dirtctor 
(702) 885-5627 

LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION (702) 885-5627 
KEITH ASHWORTH. Stnaior, Chairman 

Arthur J. Palmer. Dirtctor, Stcrtiary 

INTERIM FINANCE COMMITTEE (702) 885-5640 
DONALD R. MELLO. Atsambtyman, Chairman 

Ronald W. Sparki. Stnait Fiscal Analyst 

William A. Bible. Assembly Fiscal Analyst 

FRANK W DAYKIN, Ltttslalivt Counsel (702) 885-5627 

JOHN R. CROSSLEY, Letislalivt Auditor (702) 885-5620 

ANDREW P. GROSE. Research Director (702) 885-5637 

September 10, 1979 

State Director (N-921) 
Bureau of Land Management 
Room 3008, Federal Building 
300 Booth Street 
Reno, NV 89509 

Dear Sir: 

At its meeting of September 5, 1979, the Nevada Legislative 
Committee for the Review of Federal Regulations considered 
the Draft Environmental Statement for the proposed public 
land withdrawal for the Nellis Air Force Bombing Range. 

7-1 

After committee discussion and staff research, this committee 
recommends that reasonable multiple use considerations be 
given to selected portions of the withdrawal. Activities 
such as mining, agriculture, grazing and recreation are some 
of the multiple use activities which could possibly be per¬ 
mitted in a few selected localities. 

This committee would appreciate your thoughtful consideration 
of this request when specifying the conditions for the con¬ 
tinuance of Air Force operations on the Nellis withdrawal. 

Sincerely, 

Assemblyman Dean A. Rhoads 
Chairman, Legislative Committee 
for the Review of Federal 
Regulations 

DAR:jlc 

cc: Governor Robert List 
Attorney General Richard Bryan 
U. S. Senator Paul Laxalt 
U. S. Senator Howard Cannon 
U. S. Representative James Santini 
Mr. Julian C. Smith, Jr. 

Committee Members: 

Senator M. H. Sloan, V.C. 
Senator N. Glaser 
Assemblyman K. Hayes 
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Response to Questions 

7-1 The Air Force has evaluated the potential use of the Nellis 
AF Range for mining, grazing and recreation. Due to the safety 
hazards and classified nature of many of the operations, these 
types of activities are not compatible. 



FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. O.C. 209S4 

SEP 1 o 1979 
IN MPLY N mit TO! 

7810-02 

State Director (N-921) 
Bureau of Land Management 
Room 3008 
Federal Building 
300 Booth Street 
Reno, Nevada 89509 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for Nellis Air 
Force Bombing Range in Nye, 
Clark 8 Lincoln Counties, 
Nevada 

Gentlemen: 

This replies to the Bureau of Land Management's request that 
the Commission review the above-referenced Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and make any comments which we think appropriate. 

A review of this document indicates no reference to the 
construction of communications facilities, which is this Commission's 
major area of regulatory concern. We are, therefore, unable to offer 
any comments as to potential environmental effects from radio communications 
facilities which may be involved in this project because no discussion of 
such facilities is included. 

Sincerely, 

Carlos V. Roberts 
Chief, Private Radio Bureau 
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Response to Questions 

8-1 The existing communication systems including the analog 
microwave and air-to-ground radio system are being modified to 
provide a digital microwave system. The activity is a part of the 
communications upgrade program described in the Final Environ- 
menta! Statement for the TFWC Range Complex (reference 1 to this 
EIS). Authorized frequencies in government bands have been 
obtained through the area frequency coordinator. Since this is an 
ongoing activity, the environmental conseauences were considered 
• ,Ja,p^rt of the existing environmental and land impacts 
included in Table l-2a and b. 



‘¿Dedicated to the ¿Pnesemtion oj L^me/iica’s ^Dese/tt 9^i2Í\6s" 
ifO? Wost Line Street 

Bishop, California 9351^+ 
September 11, 1979 

StatA Director (N-921) 
Bureau of Land Manajenent 

Poom BC'Oñ, Federal Bide. 

ICO Booth Street 

Peno , Nevada 89?09 

Re: 1792, Nellis DEIS (N-921.2) 

Dear Sir: 

We have reviewed the D.E.I.S. for the proposed land withdrawal associated with 

the Nellis Air Force Bombing Range and feel there are no significant objections. 
Most of the area has already been impacted by previous use and those portions of 
the Desert National Wildlife Refuge under consideration, for the types of use pro¬ 
posed, will not pose any major adverse effects on protected wildlife. 

Thank you for nroviding us with the opportunity to comment. 



OFFICt OF THB OIFICTOF 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF MINES 

240! E STREET, NW. 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20241 

September 11, 1979 

Memorandum 

/0-/ 

/0-2 

To: Director, Bureau of Land Management 
Attn: Robert Scherer (321) 

Through^Assistant Secretary—Energy and Minerals 

Director, Bureau of Mines / 

SEP 1 9 1973 

From: 

Subject: 
Deoíítmení oríí ? ^Ient, Bureau of Lai»d Management and 
NeîîïÎ ?f h publlc land withdrawal for the 
Nellis Air Force Bombing Range, Nye, Clark, and Lincoln 
Counties, Nevada 

drJrdifa^ ln °Ur April 6’ 1979’ memorandum in review of an earlier 
"nominal" hlS 8tat®m®nt» we echo out concern over use of the word 
there is intended or not» the inference is that 
there is little or no potential for mineral resources which, in fact 
has not been established. The purpose of the recommended mineral ’ 
resource study (page 2-34) is to evaluate that potential. Therefore 
e strongly recommend that the second sentence of the Mineral Resources 

rÄ<t0P Pa8e 5‘4) ^ deleted fr°” the environmentalrCe8 

”lsh rePeat our concern for lack of a specific timeframe for 

stSdÎ (Pase 3-Í2)0ndAÍtln8 recommended Level ^ mineral resource 
and LiP 8 3 12 * Absence of a “ineral assessment (or a commitment 
and agreement to conduct such an assessment) in the withdrawal process 

Federaruirrír7 t0/he 3tatutory requirements mandated by the 
(2)(12)1 and Mana8ement Act of 1976 [ PL 94-579, sec. 204 (c) 

for conducting^th^nândated^aaessment^ S“"*^ 

Lindsay D. Norman 
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Response to Questions 

10-1 The environmental statement preparation team extends an 
apology to the Bureau of Mines. As requested in their April 6, 
1979 letter we did remove the word "nominal" from the mineral 
discussion in Chapter III but failed to do so in Chapter V. The 
second sentence has been changed to assure a premature conclu¬ 
sion is not made. 

10-2 The National Environmental Policy Act requires documenta¬ 
tion of potential impacts based on reasonable available data. The 
USGS/BM mineral report states some areas of the Range may have 
potential for mineral resources. The report indicates there is 
currently not enough data to state the magnitude of the potential 
reserve and that additional surveys would be required to deter¬ 
mine if the potential does exist. Although this type qualifying 
statement could be applied to any land parcel, it is being con¬ 
sidered here based on the past history of mining activity in 
Southern Nevada. The Department of Air Force and Department of 
Interior have been working for some time to determine the level of 
mineral study required to support military land withdrawals. Once 
these decisions are made, the Nellis AF Range will be available 
for surveying. From an environmental standpoint, this document 
shows that if mineral resources are on the Range, they will not be 
altered or impacted by either the Air Force or DOE activities. 
Also see response to comments 3-1 and 4-2. 
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• ADDRESS JNLY THE DIRECTOR. 
TT • J « _ FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

United otates Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

SB* 1 7 1979 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Director, Bureau of Land Management (321) 
Attention: Robert Scherer 

FROM: Director, Fish and Wildlife Service 

SUBJECT: Review Comments on the Draft Environmental Statement 
on the Proposed Public Land Withdrawal for the Nellis 
Air Force Bombing Range, Nye, Clark, and Lincoln 
Counties, Nevada (DES-79-47). 

°Ur í?rrna1 comments °n the subject document. While most of 
rSpop Tu5tS*hrV1reíted t0Wird the 1mPacts on Desert National Wildlife 
addressed?’ mpäCts upon lands under the Jurisdiction of BLM are also 

tforoîhêuBrL5e!is;:,0?î"eeiÆi:nd’0re9on> win be transmnted 

Îôyu2??!ïi°?s co"c*i:nf.n? the Washington Office comnents should be directed 
phone 343f4047?S' 01v,s1on of Refu9e Management, Main Interior Building, 
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COMMENTS ON NELLIS AIR FORCE BOMBING 
RANGE DEIS 

p. 11 

//-/ 

//-2 

p. 1-1 

U-3 

p. 1-2 

//-4 

p. 1-6 

//-5 

Suninary 
Brief Description of Action 

The second paragraph should separate the North and South 
ranges with respect to the mileage of roads to be repaired. 
This would aid the reader in assessing the impacts on these 
two areas. 

3. Summary of Environmental Impacts 

Paragraph 1, last half of second sentence should be reworded 
to reflect that wildlife management opportunities as well as 
recreational uses will be foregone on Refuge lands should 
this proposal be granted. 

Chapter I 

Proposed Action 

Paragraph 2 should include a narrative describing the "minor 
adjustments" to the South Range, and the text should include 
a map showing the current boundry and the proposed changes. 
Also the narrative should state the reason that necceisitates 
these adjustments. 

Figure 1-1. Vicinity Map 

This map should show the boundary of the Desert NWR as well 
as the boundary of those BLM lands affected by this proposed 
action. This visual representation will aid the reader in 
determining the effects of the proposed withdrawal. 

*Note: This comment shall hold for any map in the text that 
fails to depict FWS and BLM lands with respect to the pro¬ 
posal . 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) 
Considerations 

This paragraph should be reworded in order to indicate that 
FLPMA is being considered for those lands under the juris¬ 
diction of the BLM, and the Engle Act is being considered 
as it applies to FUS lands. 
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2 

p. r-15 

//-/ 

p. 1-17 

//-/ 

p. 1-25 

//-é 

p. 1-28 

//-/ 

p. 1-32 

//-7 

Table 1-3, Nellis AF Range Utilization by Sorties 

The number of sorties should be separated between the North 
and South ranges. This will aid the reader In determining 
the impacts on these two areas. 

Air Force Utilization of the Nellis AF Range 

Paragraph 3, the quantity of ordnance dropped should be 
separated by ranges, in order to better assess the impacts 
on these areas of different jurisdiction, mission and goals 
(multiple vs^ dominate use lands). 

Future Developments and Operations 

Recent events in National defense have led to the approval 
for the deployment of the MX missile system. Are any of the 
lands of the proposed withdrawal currently being considered 
for utilization under this system? If so, this should be 
addressed in this statement and the most current information 
should be used at the time of printing of the FEIS. 

Table 1-6, Future Projects for the Nellis AF Range 

Road repairs should be separated by ranges in terms of scope 
and estimated Impact acreage. 

Fish and Wildlife Service - Desert National Wildlife Range 

The third paragraph should be reworded to reflect the current 
MOU that states that target facilities are restricted to 
lands below the 3,600 foot elevation contour line in the 
Indian Springs Valley, but are restricted to lands below the 
4,000 foot elevation contour line in the Three Lakes Valley. 

Also the MOU describes areas of impact, where air-to-ground 
ordnance will be confined; some of these areas overlap the 
proposed wilderness. This information was generated by com¬ 
paring the description presented in the MOU with the wilder¬ 
ness proposal map dated August 1973. These areas are as 
follows: 

Indian Springs Area 
(a) South Area 

T15S-R56E N 1/2. 
-SW portion of Sec. 7. 
-WSW portion of Sec. 18. 
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(b) North Area 
T12S-R57E. 
-NE portion of Sec. 7. 

Close Air Support Range 
T13S-R55E. 
-The E portion consisting of a strip approx. 2 
mi. wide and 5 mi. long. 

T14S-R55E 
-The area described as, commencing at the NE 
corner, thence west approx. 2 mi., thence south 
to the Spotted Range Road, thence along said 
road to the point of origin. 

Desert Valley Impact Area 
T9S-R56E. 
-Sec. 6. 
-Sec. 18 E 1/2. 
-Sec. 19 E 1/2. 

These discrepancies should be investigated and the MOU and/or 
the proposed Wilderness Area land descriptions should be cor¬ 
rected to reflect the actual areas involved in each use. 

p. 1-32 Bureau of Land Management Wild Horse Management Area 

H-6 
The text under this heading and throughout the document should 
be changed to consistently refer to this area under its proper 
name of Wild Horse Management Area rather than Wild Horse 
Range. 

p. 1-34 Figure 1-9, Department of Interior Land Management Area 

u-q 

This map should better represent the areas of the DNWR that” 
are proposed wilderness areas, especially those areas excluded 
from the proposal, these areas should be included on this map; 
noted are: 

1. Emigrant Valley - located in the NW corner of 
the South Range, a classified Federal Government 
area or Federal Government related area. 

2. Desert Valley - located in the NE corner of the 
South Range, an AF impact area of 2,600 acres. 

3. Roads through the area including, Alamo Road, 
Morman Well Road, Gass Peak Road, Indian Springs 
- Groom Lake Road, and the Cabin Springs Road. 
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p. 2-30 

//-/O 

p. 2-35 

//-// 

p. 2-47 

//-/2 

p. 3-5 

//-/ 

p. 3-8 

11-13 

p. 3-10 

11-14 

4 

Chapter II 

Recreation 

Paragraph 3; it should be stated here that this curtailment of 
Air Force activities that allows for the sheep hunt is spelled 
out in the current MOU. 

Wilderness 

Paragraph 1 should be restructured to reflect that the air 
space utilization of those lands covered in this withdrawal 
are generally restricted to altitudes above 2,000 feet AGL, 
and that this air space only covers the western portion of the 
proposed wilderness area. The eastern portion of the wilder¬ 
ness area airspace is utilized by the Air Force but is not 
addressed In this proposed action but rather was granted by 
the FAA as a M0A with altitude restrictions below 150 ft. AGL. 

Hazards and Safety 

The projected "modest increase" of sonic booms in paragraph 4 
should be quantified and separated with respect to the ranges. 

Chapter III 

Soils and Watershed 

Paragraph 2 should separate the road activities into the North 
and South ranges. 

Wildlife 

This section lacks quantification and description of detailed 
impacts to the wildlife communities or their habitat noise and 
sonic boom Impacts should not be separated from the other 
impacts under this heading. 

Recreation 

The Impact of sonic booms and aircraft noise on recreational 
users of the DNWR should be Included. 

It should be stated 1n paragraph 2 that the AF agrees to cur¬ 
tail its activities on the range in order to acconrodate the 
annual bighorn sheep hunt. This Is agreed to 1n the current 
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5 

p. 3-12 

/ns 

p. 3-18 

//-/6 

p. 3-19 

//-/7 

p. 5-1 

//-/6 

p* 6-1 

//-/9 

p. 8-2 

//-20 

Wilderness 

The FWS wilderness proposal of much of the South Range, on DNWR 
should be addressed here. It should be pointed out that as a 
proposed wilderness area the FWS must manage this land as "de 
facto" wilderness in order to prevent activities on this area 
which may altar its wilderness character. 

Hazards and Safe*v 

Paragraph 1 should quantify the increased utilization of the 
ACM airspace. Also outdoor recreation!sts do not want to 
hear sonic booms in a wilderness area. Not only do sonic 
booms occur on the range ard impacts those recreationists 
adjacent to the range, but this public use area is overlaid 
by a MOA in which military aircraft are permitted to oper¬ 
ate as low as 150 ft. A6L. 

In paragraph 1 the stable bighorn population and density does 
not neccessarily reinforce the hypothesis that AF activity has 
little impact on reproduction. This stable population may not 
be stationary (the age structure may be changing). A bighorn 
ecological study should be undertaken. 

Chapter V 

Soils and Watershed 

The first paragraph should read, "Approximately 7,600 addi¬ 
tional acres of land area ...". Soil is not measured Tñ 
acres. 

Chapter VI 

Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of Man's Environment 
and Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity 

Paragraph 6 should include the idea that any human on-ground 
activity, such as search and rescue, fire suppression, wild¬ 
life management, hunting, or range maintenance must be viewed 
as a safety threat. 

Chapter VIII 

No Action - Environmental Impacts 

If the AF continued air-to-air training under the no-action 
alternative as stated in paragraph 4, the noise effects would 
in fact decrease on the range due to the lack of air-to-ground 
training on the area of the South range. 
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Response to Questions 

improvements by range ^resoectîvol 3*’ow socties and road 
maintain histoi-caWecords of rhí7- The Air Foroe does 
each range. ««>rds of the amount of ordnance dropped on 

redundant anTha'fbe^ deletld^^he^irs? ZTTÎÏ - 
includes recreation and wild!í¿e Iana|emeít £ the SentenCe 

11-3 Minor boundary adjustments may be seen on fiouro i o 
of the aojustments occur on the DNWR anH igure 1-2. All 
remove the Alamo Road from within^he d re<ïu*sted by FWS to 
order to facililtate the™ laSa^meSt SjeStivïï? in 

FÍgíreTÍÍ| t^e^c^sa^Sí^^ep^sen^í3 ^f^6’ 
Department of Interior land management areas Ôn thfRange 

will applyhío theaÁi?°For?eSprSoolldbwi?hdade ?" Which letlislation 
document discusses both the FLPMA and íhe Ingíe'AcS?"'0"' ^ 

site lÒcãtiÕÍ1fÕrAHx!!an9e ÍS n0t beln9 conslde«d as a potential 

ar¡7definedlirnF?írMo5°sigñedebvrthe ïirT DNWR and South Ran9e 
Subsequent decision of tos in Ï97Ï fo Í rCe fnd ™S in 1962- 
wilderness consideraMon was reviewed bv°the3e»i:herDNWR f°5 
discrepancy in the boundary was discovoLîh i¿ f°rCe and no 
work with FWS to make the iSv-overed. The Air Force will 

the MOU. Also see response to co^n?"-!?31 b°Undary â9ree with 

11-8 The proper title is Wild Horse Range. 

Ííd9roIÍrre haS been reVised to show ihe questioned valleys 

11-10 See response to comment 6-4. 

11-11 See response to comment 6-3. 

11-12 See response to comment 6-9. 

^¡“egetatïô^sêctio^Ît3!.0 wU<Ui£a »^itat is provided in 
does not facilitate complete diícusli^iToffor™at ?or the FIS 
under one section without being redundant in nth°tent1?1 impacts 
cases, the reader is ‘®aundant in others, in these 
discussion. ° obber sections for additional 

11-14 See response to comment 6-4. 
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11-15 r:he Wilderness Section has been changed to discuss 
management of the area as a "defacto" wilderness. 

11-16 Cae response to comments 11-1 and 6-7. 

11-17 See response to comment 6-12. 

11-18 The text has b^en modified on page 5-1 in accordance with 
this comment. 

11-19 Text revised on page 6-1. 

11-20 See response to comment 6-7. 
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Operation a Executive Opeice 
P O. Box 278 Beatty Nevada 

jim SPICER. Minino Consultant 
Evaluation Exploration. Development 

Spicer Mining Co. 
BEATTY. NEVADA 89003 

1702 ) 953-2388 Septenber 18, 1979 

CPia; LETTZR 

Departnent oi the Interior (Submitted as testimony this 
Secretary Cecil 3. Andrus day at hearing in Las Vegas) 
’.lashington, D.C. 2C240 

Sentiomen: 

Wo urge a complete rejection of the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (li.T DEIS 79-47), proposing more public land withdrawal adjacent to 

both the northern and southern l.'ellis Air Force Bombing Ranges in Lye, Clark 

and Lincoln counties, state of Nevada. 

The credibility of this faceceous document is cancelled at once by 

the disclaimer appearing as the format, wherein the co-authors, (jLI, Dept, of 

interior and Fish ù './ildlife Service), with the Department of Air Force, :,take 

no position" in regard to this material, (Chap. 10), which meets DCD and DCE 

requirements and by their own admissions are cooperating with the DCD and DCE 

under the cloak of National Security to protect their own interests, which we 

charge are tantamount to genocide. 

The misleading and outright deception in the preparation of vhis 

Jnviromental Statement are further reflected by the listing of the notification 

oi interested parties, which include the non-existent ¡layers of Beatty and Tonopoh. 

It as, in our opinion, compiled with dangerously misleading fabrications. After 

a complete study of it, the facts indicate beyond any reasonable doubt that unless 

the Air Force lease is limited in scope to their current practices, (electronic 

warfare and training missions), the lands of Nye, Clark and Lincoln counties will 

indeed become the garbage dump for nuclear waste from around the entire globe. 

Though some additional employment is at stake and some quick business 

profits, (housing, leasing, development, etc.,) are in jeopardy, the repurcussiona 

and potential physical disasters that this lease would afford are not worth the 

lives of the citizens or the guarantee of safety to future generations. Are w«. 
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page -2— Open Latter (Tostinony) Sept. 18, 1979 Spicer 

to concl ude that life and property are considered expendable by the intentions 

written into the environnental document which freely allows vast areas of public 

land to be rendered uninhabitable until the end of time? 

We believe in I.'ational Security, but we have taken note of the 

disasters in other areas, ies "non-eidstant" nerve-gas in Utah and "harmless11 

radioactive fall-out in Northern Levada: and are fully aware of the practices of 

some in our government who use any method and all the psychology they can muster 

to influence their bidding or to conceal the true facts from the population. We 

cannot allow our public lands to be used as "guinea pig" for various experiments 

of agencies who conceal their actions behind patriotism and the protection of 

America's soil. We object to and will not accept the clever maneuvering of 

deceit and general callousness to the health and wellfare of thousands of Levada 

residents and raillions of tourists. 

2y federal statute, the Blil is charged with the responsibility of 

protecting the rights and intents of the populace on public land. For them to 

betray this lease of nearly three million acres would bo a traitorous sell-out 

to the people in the involved areas, askin in scope only to that of the events 

that led to holocaust. 

Sincerely, 

Jim and Sffie Spicer 
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paco -3- Cpen Letter (Testimony) Sept. 18, 1979 Spicer 

substantiate our contentions the following is submitted and referred to: 

1. Draft 3nvironr.ental Inpact Statement-; nnagenent of Comnercially 
Generated radioactive : .aste (DC3/DIS-0046-D surmary of 10 
volumn set of complete report. Hearing Oct. S-9, San Francisco 

2. Proposed charter of FBI "You cannot protect people's privacy 
or rights from intrusion where there is no accountability for 
actions to anyone outside the agency" (Federal Public Defender 
i.on ^ory) 

4. 

Department of Justice letter concerning enforcement procedures 
of agencies, "absolutely no authority to interfere" 

Court actions regarding HP A "regulations questioned and unsupported 
ay adequate data" 

5. ’ater contamination projected 

6. Arizona tritium problem 

In conclusion, we request the environmental impact statement be 

plotely rejected and new studies of non-contradictory and credible styles 

presented, with comments and statements included from all fields of those 

will be affected. 

Dnicer 



Contaminated wells are found three miles from nearest nuclear 

device. i:TS says the flow rate is one inch per year, thus, 

since 1951 the contamination should have traveled twenty-eight 

inches away fron device site. I! wo ver, a well three miles from 

' r. device site shows radiation level above all ’'standards". The 

flow rate on the known contamination flow is 0.11 miles a year. 

U-Z 
Therefore, contamination will start to show no later than: 

Community In the Year Years ftom ”ow (1979) 

2132 

2178 

2206 

2269 

2451 

Mercury 

Lathrop '..'ells 

Beatty 

Johnnie 

Pahrunp 

Amargosa Farm Area 2251 

154 

199 

227 

472 

472 

272 
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Proposed charter ret 
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Saa Paul Lualt oppomtha pro» 
P<**d FBI charter bacauae it leana 
too far to protect privacy sud knocks 
out the teeth from law enforcement 

At the other end of the male, Föd¬ 
eral Public Defender Ken Cory feela 
it la a mistake for anyone to think 
this document will protect the rights 
of privacy or other rights. 

U.S. Attorney Mahlon Brown 
porta the charter's concept aet- 

_ forth one standard of justice, re- 
:-^moving foggy areas for agents and 

stopping arbitrary acta of individual 
agenta. 

■ Defense attorney Oscar Goodman 
finds it a fairly benign bill, but is día- 
turfoed by the emphasis placed upon 
the use of paid informants, which he 
thinks is a sad commentary on our 
investigative system. 

Assistant U.S. Attorney Law¬ 
rence Leavitt believes the charter 
strikes a balance between dvil liber¬ 
ties and law enforcement, but would 
Uke to see more leeway in the use of 
investigative demands. 

This same diversity of opinions is 
•apected to be mirrored in Congress 
when debate on the bill starK 

A spokesman for Laxalt said the 
senator will not support the bill in its 
present draft. He wants it re-written 
and amended so that the FBI can 
launch frill investigations rather 

than be limited to inquiries in partic¬ 
ular situations. 

A distinction between the two is 
drawn in the charter and certain in¬ 
vestigative techniques are Hmihid to 
frill inveetigationa. 

For example, the use of investiga¬ 
tive demanda for financial records is 
limited to investigations, and can’t 
be used during inquiries. 

Leavitt finda that provision a hin¬ 
deren ce in public corruption, racket¬ 
eering and white collar crime 
“Because of the difficulty in detect¬ 
ing these types of crimee without ac¬ 
cess to books snd records, by deny¬ 
ing the use of the investigative de¬ 
mands during the inquiry, it makes 
it harder to detect if a frill w*«!« ¡n. 
veetigation is necessary. In corrup¬ 
tion cases, you don’t have omplain- 
ing witnesses to work with. The 
witnesses are paying off somebody 
bemuse they are getting a benefit, 
«nd they are not about to expoee 
their own culpability. We need ac¬ 
cess to books and records during 
even the preliminary investigation.” 

Yet except for this one inwnnnj 
Leavitt doesn’t believe the docu¬ 
ment will shackle law enforcement 
officials. 

Lualt also believes the charter is 
not well organized or well written. 
Cqry tends to agree on that point, 

finding the charter “vague and am¬ 
biguous.“ 

In Cory's opinion, an FBI agent 
would find the guidelines confusing 
in some instances. 

“The problem with these provi- 
sions is — who is going to interpret 
the guidelines? And the FBI leaves 
it up to the FBI.’’ 

CmVwould like *o see some 
flog set up to oversee the FBI, 

a is made accountable to Con- 
—; but no mechanism is estab- 

—J setting forth how this ac- 
mntability will be enforced. 
"You cannot protect people’s 

privacy or rights from intrusion 
where there is no accountability for 
actions to anyone outoide the agen¬ 
cy,” Cory complained. “Our experi¬ 
ence with wiretaps in history 
showed that accountability to a 
higher up in the agency will not pre¬ 
vent some serious lapses.’’ 

One section of the charter allows 
the FBI to ask persons who are pro¬ 
tected hy a legal privilege of confl- 
dentulity to act Ai informant*. 
Among thorn who may act as infor- 
mants are licensed physicians, attor¬ 
neys, practicing clergy or members 
of the news media. 

’This is nonsensical,” Cory says. 
“You take someone in a position of 

t.hat you are not *. 
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sieves mixed reviews 
asking them to breach this legal 
obligation of confidentiality, arid 
then ask them to act as informants. 
This is an inroad into an area of life 
where we recognise there ought to 
be confidentiality. It's bad for socie¬ 
ty to take people in these positions 
and set up statutory frameworks 
which would indicate their confiden¬ 
tiality is not being kept.” 

Goodman's main point of conten¬ 
tion also dealt with the use of infor¬ 
mants, particularly paid informants. 
"The bill recognizes how important 
informants are to the FBI and the 
bill recognises the kinds of problems 
the use of informants can create ~ 
and therefore more time is spent 
upon urging particularity of infor¬ 
mant activity than any other area.” 

“But informant information is 
usually unreliable, it is purchased 
and is.not cloaked with respectibili- 
ty,” Goodman said. 

“Other means of investigation 
which are mon reliable an mini¬ 
mised in this charter,- such as sur¬ 
veillance and electronic detection. It 
surprised me how littla attention 
was given to regular investigative 
techniques — which I find a sad 
commentary on our investigative 
system. The traditional techniques 
an minimized and the use of infor- 

; manta, which I believe to be almo< 

anti-American, that’s maximized.“ 
During his defense of Jamial 

Chagra in Texaa on narcotics charg¬ 
es recently, the government put five 
informants on the stand to testify. 
"These five informants were getting 
as much as )1,000 a week (as govern¬ 
ment informants) and all were en¬ 
gaged in criminal activity,” Good¬ 
man recalled. 

‘This emphasis on inforsanU 
scares me.” 

A recent internal audit found that 
23 FBI agents using informants in 
nine offices did not completely un¬ 
derstand guidelines controlling the 
uae of informants. 

The broadened scope of investiga¬ 
tive demands doesn’t create a prob¬ 
lem for Goodman because "the 
grand jury is just being used as a 
guise now to accomplish the same 
end. They’re just playing with se¬ 
mantics.” 

Brown is pleased that the charter 
will establish a consistent standard 
of principles and guidelines for FBI 
agenta. 

“No longer will you have some po¬ 
liceman sitting around thinking Tve 
always wonderered about so-and-so, 
let’s investigate him.’ Under these 
outlines, there must be a basis of 
facts or circumstances, not just spe¬ 
culation or suspicion about some¬ 

one, in order for agents to investi¬ 
gate," Brown said. 

The provisions for recordkeeping 
are also supported by Brown. The 
bureau is forbidden from gathering 
information and keeping files on po¬ 
litical or dissident groups, unless 
they are suspected of criminal or ter¬ 
rorist activities. 

Brown particularly approves of 
the section which requires the FBI 
to protect demonstrators, and make 
sure they are allowed to meet with¬ 
out interference during public , ral¬ 
lies. 

“We’re in the business of catching 
crooks, not political dissidents,” 
Brown said. “The record-keeping 
will protect those people who partic¬ 
ipate legally, assuring them their 
right to dissent openly and publicly, 
free of police probing as long as the 
dissent is not illegal” 

But all those interviewed agreed 
that basically, the new charter sim¬ 
ply codifies the existing practices 
and principles of the FBI. 

, « e 

Goodman disagrees that it will 
even be hotly debated in Çongrüs. 
“It just doesn’t have the —« 
of something like the death QflQjd- 
ty" ^ ., 

~Jane Ana Mf rrison 
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%Tritium 
ï sealed in 
parrels : 
j TÚC3ÓW, Alb. (AP) — 
‘i- A large amount of radioac- 
;Ttive tritium haa been wal¬ 
ked in barreia to avoid radi¬ 
cation emiaaiona from a 
■i jmanufbctaring plant in a 
¿mixed residential and 
;> business area, sute offi- 
Z ciahaay. 
t* The packing was done 
>. Monday and Tueaday by 
“^workan for the Arizona 
J-Atomic Energy Commis- 
^aion and the- American 
]: Atomics Corp. The mate- 
îjrial *aa packed under a 
rSuperter Court order that 
Lthe company and the sUte 
¿¿take steps to prevent fur- 
¡<ther radiation emiaaiona. 

Four thousand broken 
V and leaky glass tubes filled 

with 400,000 curies of triti- 
t;um were packed. A curie is 
:«a measure of radioactive 
^substance and is roughly 
p equei to one gram. 
^ The packing was accom- 
¡t;pliahed with little radia- 
‘-tion emiaaiona, said Lynn 
¡¡.FitzRandolph of the state 
^atomic energy commis-> 
Salon. He said 16 curies of 
'^radiation were released in 
T.the procesa compared with 
l^daily releases of up to 700 
Leuries from the plant last 

Ht I ne American Atomics 
Optant was closed in June 
' whan state officials alleged 

was emitting excessive 
. amounts of radiation. In 
¿July, the company gave up 
^its state license in the 
. midst of state hearings on 
r the allegations. 

Í I 
J 
» 
» 
I 

i 

■ It has not been deter- ? 
grained yet how the tritium 
twiO be shipped out of state ! 
[but officials said the 55- 
igaBon drums are unsuita- 
-Merforthat. * 

j Anaisrican Atomics has 
applied in the state of Ten- ' 
aeaaee to store its tritium 
at a federal laboratory un¬ 
til it sets up operations 
elsewhere. The company 
has applied for a license in | 
Nevada, with hopes of 1 
opening a plant in North 
Las Vegas. | 

September 11, 197ft—Las Vegas 

— saas^Cieift I'M»« 

TnursiMlpi Review- 

Tucson faces 
tritium fight 

TUCSON, Am. (AP) — 
Two angry Pima County 
supervisors were joined 
Monday by residents, of a 
rural area in planning legal 
action to force the city to 
dig up 22 truckloads of radi¬ 
ation-exposed food buried 
secretly over the weekend. 

Supervisors’ Chairman 
E.S. Walker and Supervisor 
Conrad Joyner said they 
would go to court and possi¬ 
bly would ask that the food 
be dug up and moved. Resi¬ 
dents of the Sahuarita area 
near where the food was 
buried Saturday night said 
they planned similar action. 

Under Superior Court or¬ 
der, the city buried the 
$300,000 worth of perisha¬ 
ble food in a 30-foot-deep 

pit in the remote desert 25 
miles southeast of down¬ 
town Tucson. 

The food was from the 
Tucson Unified School Dis¬ 
trict central kitchen, where 
it had been exposed to radi¬ 
ation from tritium used at 
the nearby American 
Atomics Corp. plant. The 
city and the county had ref¬ 
used to dispose of it so the 
school district got the court 
order. 

"I just can't believe that 
two responsible govern¬ 
ments would act like this,” 
Joyner said of the city and 
the school district. 
‘They’re worse than sneak 
thieves.” 

Court gives school okay 
to bury radioactive food 

i jurij — rne and non-perishable items 
Tucson Unified School Dis- stored at the district’s cen- 
trict will be allowed to die- . 
pose of 9316,000 worth of 
tritium contaminated food¬ 
stuffs at an unspecified City 
of Tucson landfill, Pima 
County Superior Court 
Judge Jack T. Arnold ruled 
Wednesday. 

After the city said it 
Would not allow the district, 
the state's largest, to do so 
without a court order, Ar¬ 
nold made good his promise 
of Tueaday and gave the 
dty seven days to allow the 
district to dhipoeo of the ra¬ 
diation-tainted perishable 

tral kitchen. 
“The city will not ap¬ 

peal,” Robert Herach, chief 
city prosecutor on the case 
said. "The court found the 
food to be neither hazard¬ 
ous nor radioactive waste.” 

Arnold ruled the school 
district would suffer irre¬ 
parable harm if it was not 
allowed to get rid of the 
foodstuffs which have sat in 
its kitchen since it was 
closed in June because of 
tritium contamination from 
the nearby American 

---Atomics Corp. Plant. 

Church sues Atomics 
TUCSON (AP) — A second damage suit has been filed 

against the American Atomics Corp. in connection with 
the release of radiation from its plant in a mixed residential 
and business neighborhood. 

The Roman Catholic Diocese of Tucson filed suit in Su¬ 
perior Court, asking for unspecified damages for closure of 
the St Ambrose Church swimming pool because of high 
radiation levels in the water. , 

The suit aaks for compensation for lost business at the 
swimming pool and for loss of good will It alleges Ameri¬ 
can Atomics was negligent in handling “ultra-hazardous 
radioactive material” at its plant less than one block from 
the pool 

TTie pool was closed for most of June after its water was 
found to contain 61,000 picocuries of radiation in each liter 
of water. 
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Response to Questions 

12-1 The Air Force has attempted to documentf as accurately as 
possible, the current and future operations on the Nellis AF 
Range. Continued withdrawal would be for developing ordnance and 
training military personnel in procedures to effectively use the 
ordnance and weapon systems. Any other activity must be reviewed 
by the Air Force, BLM and/or FWS, with the proponent of the 
action. These agencies are currently working with DOE in 
consideration of their request to conduct exploratory studies of 
the Yucca Mountain geology to determine if it is suitable for an 
underground nuclear waste repository. Should the studies show 
favorable conditions, it may be necessary to modify the withdrawal 
in the Yucca Mountain area. The need for a nuclear waste facility 
in this area would have to be weighed against the documented 
military need and future use. As required by the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, any decision to establish a 
nuclear waste facility at Yucca Mountain must be made known to the 
public and an environmental impact statement prepared before the 
decision is made. The public is an integral part of the 
environmental documentation process, therefore, the action could 
not be hidden behind a "national security" determination. 

12-2 In the environmental statement for the Nevada Test Site 
dated September 1977 (reference 3 to this EIS) , it was cited that 
groundwater velocity was estimated between 7 to 250 feet per year 
beneath Pahute Mesa with the most acceptable value being about 15 
feet per year. Water from sites of Pahute Mesa underground tests 
could not leave Nellis Air Force Range for more than 1000 years. 
The velocity of the groundwater which would be in the range of one 
inch per year is that estimated for the downward flow through the 
bedded and zeolited tuffs under the Yucca and Frenchman Flats on 
the NTS and into the Paleozoic Aquifer. Once the water reaches 
the Paleozoic Aquifer, the NTS environmental statement estimated 
the fastest time to reach the Ash Meadows discharge area would be 
some 300 years, during which time tritium (with a 12-year half 
life) would decay to an insignificant value. Other longer lived 
radionuclides would be retarded by sorption and ion-exchange 
mechanisms by many thousands of years. Thus the communities of 
Mercury, Lathrop Wells, Goldfield, Beatty, Pahrump, and Amargosa 
Valley area would not experience radionuclide contamination. DOE 
has been unable to detect any contamination of the groundwater in 
12 wells on the Nevada Test Site nor from three springs and 17 
wells off rite. These are sampling stations which have not been 
contaminated by worldwide fallout. 
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DES 79/47 

United States Department of the Interior 

HERITAGE CONSERVATION AND RECREATION SERVICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

SEP I 9 1979 

Memorandum 

To: Division of Land Resources and Realty, 
Washington, D.C. 
(321) 

Bureau of Land Management, 
Attention: Robert Scherer 

From: Director 

Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Statement on Public Land 
Withdrawal for Nellis Air Force Bombing Range, Nye, Clark 
and Lincoln Counties, Nevada (DES 79/47) 

As requested in your memorandum of August 6, 1979, we have reviewed the 
subject statement and offer the following comments. 

We urge the Air Force to complete their overview of cultural resource 
sensitivities on the Nellis Range as soon as possible, due to the large 
area of potential impact and the damaging nature of ongoing training 
operations. Some knowledge of the general distribution, significance 
and condition of cultural resources on Nellis Range, particularly South 
Range, is essential if the Air Force is to predict and mitigate potential 
impacts on more than a short-term, piecemeal basis. We are pleased to 
see that steps are being taken to develop this data base. 

Once cultural resource surveys are complete, identified sites should be 
evaluated against the National Register criteria in consultation with 
the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). Sites that appear to 
meet the criteria and receive the SHPO's concurrence must be submitted 
to the Keeper of the National Register by the Air Force for an official 
detemination of eligibility. Once determined eligible for listing on 
the National Register the sites will be subject to the provisions of 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. 

Chris Therral Delaporte 

cc: SHPO, Nevada 
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Response to Questions 

13-1 The Air Force appreciates the concern of the Heritage 
Conservation an] Recreation Service and assures cultural resource 
surveys will be completed as necessary. The Air Force will work 
with the Nevada SHPO to determine eligibility of discovered sites 
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United States Department oí the Interior 
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SEP 2 I 1979 

Colonel John Dotmey, USAF 
TFWC/Range Group/CC 
Nellie Air Ftorce Base, Nevada 89191 

Dear Oolonel Downey: 

During our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Proposed Land Withdrawal, Nellis Air Force Base Bombing Range/ we noted 
on page 1-31 that Timber Mountain is under consideration by the Department 
of Qiergy as a site for a demonstration project of a Terminal Nuclear 
Waste Disposal Repository. 

As you know, Timber Mountain Caldera was designated a National Natural 
landmark by the Secretary of the Interior on May 31, 1973. During 
negotiations between your agency and the National Park Service, our 
predecessor in the National landmark Program, it was agreed to not 
publicize the site due to your security requirements. Inasmuch as comments 
on Environmental Impact Statements become public, we have chosen this 
avenue to express our concern about the possible uses of Timber Mountain. 

we urge the Department of Energy and Nellis Air Force Base to reject 
further consideration of Timber Mountain for a nuclear waste repository. 

:imber Mountain is an unusually outstanding example of a collapsed caldera 
and resurgent doming and, on this basis alone, should be preserved intact. 
Since the Natural Landmark program represents our legacy to future 
generations of Americans, any actions which may result in a landmark's 
degradation should be avoided. Furthermore, it is conceivable that at 
some point in the future Timber Mountain could become excess to the needs 
of both the Air Force and the Department of Energy and could be trans¬ 
ferred for park and recreation purposes. This possiblity dims with the 
introduction of long-term nuclear waste disposal facilities. 

For Federal projects which impact on a site listed in the National Registry 
of Natural landmarks. Federal agencies should comply with the provisions of 
.Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (83 5TAT 852; 
42 USC 4331). 



We would appreciate che opportunity to review the forthcoming Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement relating to the demonstration proiect for 
a Terminal Nuclear Waste Disposal Repository or any other action which may 
impact on Timber Mountain. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter with us 

the project coordinator is Mr. louis C. Penna, Chief, Division of Federal 

Coordination and Landmarks. Please contact him at (415) 556-2480 (also 
an FTS number). 

Sincarely, 

- -•'-'-N / Í- . 

' . “ / 
John D. Cherry 
Regional Director 
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Response to Questions 

14-1 DOE has decided to evaluate Yucca Mountain rather than 
Timber Mountain. The new study area is not within the land 
designated as a National Natural Landmark. 

^ r* A 
* 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH CENTER 
MUSEUM OF NATURAL HISTORY 

UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA, LAS VEGAS 
4505 MARYUNO PARKWAY'LAS VEGAS. NEVADA 89154«(702) 739-3381 

September 24, 1979 

State Director (N-921) 

Bureau of Land Management 
Room 3008, Federal Building 
300 Booth Street 
Reno, Nevada 89509 

Dear Sir or Madams 

This letter provides comments on the Nellis Air Force Base Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement issued July 27, 1979. The Archaeological Research Center (ARC) 
of the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, has been involved in the investigation 
of archaeological and historical values on the Nellis Ranges since 1975 when 
a report was prepared for the Navy's Project Seafarer study. In June of this 
year ARC completed a one year investigation involving an overview of all per¬ 
tinent literature and the direct field survey of 17. of the North Range and 
5% of the surface-use areas of the South Range. The study (Bergin 1979) pro¬ 

vides base-line information on the types, distribution and significance of 
historic and prehistoric resources of the Nellis Military Reservation, and 
outlines areas of relative archaeological sensitivity for use in planning 
Nellis project locations. This was the study referred to in Chapter 4, page 
4-2, of the draft EIS. I want to emphasize that all significant cultural 
resources has not been identified as mandated by public laws. Until 15 to 
20% of the total area of the North and South Ranges have been intensively 
surveyed, an adequate sensitivity map of the type referred to in the draft EIS 
cannot be produced, nor can Nellis have a satisfactory understanding of the 
cultural resources which it is responsible for managing. As of January 1979, 
297 prehistoric and historic sites and 167 isolated cultural remains have been 
identified within Nellis territory. Approximately 200 of these properties 
meet the criteria for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places 
as individual sites or as site districts. 

Briefly, I now will review existing federal historic preservation legislation 
and follow this with specific recommendations aimed at bringing Nellis Air 
Force Base into compliance with this body of statutes. The measures Nellis 
plans to employ to meet each of its lawful obligations must be addressed in 
the environmental impact statement. 
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A REVIEW OF FEDERAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION LEGISLATION 

Since the passage of the Antiquities Act of 1906, the protection and preserva¬ 
tion of "objects of antiquity" have been advocated by the federal government. 
However, not until 1966 with the passage of the National Historic Preserva¬ 
tion Act (NHPA) did a system of procedures and checks come into existence to 
safeguard the nation’s rapidly disappearing cultural properties. This Act 
established the National Register of Historic Places, the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP), and the Office of the State Historic Preserva¬ 
tion Officer (SHPO). Information concerning the location and significance 
of sites within areas of proposed land disturbance in a federally-related pro¬ 
ject is required by Section 106 of the NHPA. "Section 106" review is performed 
by the Advisory Council which supplies the federal agency with comments con¬ 
cerning the proposed action. 

The National Register of Historic Places defines an historic property as any 

"building, site, district, structure or object important in Amf¿rican history, 
architecture, archaeology, or culture" (36 CFR Part 800.3). The Register 
functions as a planning tool to preserve representative samples of historic 
properties, including archaeological, prehistoric and historic resources, which 
are fragile, limited, nonrenewabla portions of our total environment. A property 
listed or eligible for listing on the National Register is afforded the protec¬ 
tion of the National Historic Preservation Act through "Section 106" review and 
comment requirements performed by the Advisory Council. 

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), Section 101(b)4 states 
that to "preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our 
national heritage and maintain, wherever possible, an environment which supports 
diversity and variety of individual choice" is an objective of national environ¬ 
mental policy. To accomplish this. Section 102 of NEPA requires all federal 
agencies to prepare detailed environmental statements of proposals for federal 
actions that may effect the quality of the human environment (which includes 
historic properties). Section 2(a) of Executive Order 11593, 13 May 1971, 
entitled the "Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment," requires 
federal agencies to locate, inventory and nominate all significant historic 
properties under their jurisdiction to the National Register. Section 2(b) 
requires that federal actions that may effect National Register eligible pro¬ 
perties be reviewed by the Advisory Council until compliance with 2(a) is 
achieved. 

When all measures to preserve historic properties have been attempted and still 
there remains some overriding need that necessitates the destruction of the 
resource or otherwise endangers it, the Archaeological and Historical Conser¬ 
vation Act of 1974 (Moss-Bennett Act) requires th?. federal agency to mitigate 
(moderate, alleviate) the adverse effects to significant historic properties, 
and authorizes the federal agency to expend up to 1% of the total project budget 
toward this goal. There are a variety of mitigation methods, for instance 
transporting the property or creating "open spaces" such as parks where the 
site can be preserved. However, the most common method for mitigating adverse 
effects is the scientific excavation of a site so that the data are preserved, 
followed by the analysis of excavated materials, and the publication of an 
adequate professional report relating the results to the research problem and 
to the regional archaeology. 
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The following are recommendations that will help Nellis meet its responsi¬ 
bilities as a cultural resource manager, which is a new role for Nellis. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. 

2. 

It is recormnended that Nellis Air Force Base develop and implement a Master 
Plan for the management and conservation of the historic (including ore- 

oïSî™C) P.rOP?r“e! £or Mhlch lt ls «»posible. A Programmatic Memorandum 
Of Agreement with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) 
concerning this Master Plan would express Air Force intent to comolv with 
existing federal historic preservation legislation. 

The Master Plan should address: 

A. National Environmental Policy Act and National Historic Preservation 

61,16111:3 includin8 review and comment by ACHP and consultation 
with the State Historic Preservation Officer. A survey for historic 
properties should be conducted well in advance of any land altering 

activity including, but not limited to, areas of: target clearance; 
target placement (including a zone around targets that will be con¬ 
taminated and disturbed by ordnance); waste munition detonation and 

disposal sites; road developments including new roads and the widening 
o existing ones; and building sites (except where previously surveyed). 
The Air Force should consider historic properties during project olan- 

Sffcts to them-nSerVe the limited resources and/or minimize any ad^rse 

Executive Order 11593 responsibilities for further survey and inventory 
of the historic properties controlled by NAFB. To date only 1% of 

the North Range and 5% of the surface-use areas of the South Range have 
been surveyed. 8 

Plans for the nomination of significant sites and districts to the 

internali!e8fnte^°f PlaC6S* A SÍte °r district significant, 
Ilia, for its ability to contribute knowledge toward answering 

P cular research questions. The test excavations of some sites will 
be necessary to assess their research potential by determining the 
type and number of data categories each site possesses. The establish¬ 

ment of a basic cultural chronology for the Project Area is an immediate 
necessity so that NAFB will be able to develop regional research ob- 

jectives against which individual site significance can be assessed. 
Besides chronology, many other appropriate research orientations exist. 

that information abo“t historic properties and historic 

secur^v hrLfî incorP^ated int0 E.O.D. briefings and TTR and NTS 
security briefings. Pilots must be alerted not to bomb and/or strafe 

Íect°IrM?rí KarChiteCíUre aS "tarSets of opportunity.” Many people col- 
lect artifacts because they are unaware that removing the item from its 

wais Í ?/!8tr0yS Vital inforinatio“ needed to reconstruct past life- 
ways. It should be stressed that removing artifacts or otherwise causing 

B. 

C. 
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adverse effects to sites is prohibited by federal legislation and punish¬ 

able by fines and/or jail sentences. The best treatment is to enjoy the 

cultural resources but to leave them in place so that others can also enjoy 

them and learn from them. 

3. Lastly, it is recommended that Nellis Mr Force Base develop mutually 

beneficial relationships with legitimate research institutions and groups 

such as the Historic Archaeology Program (Departments of History and 

Anthropology, University of Nevada, Las Vegas), Archaeology Program (Depart¬ 

ment of Anthropology), and Southern Nevada Certification Program (Archaeo- 

Nevada Society and UNLV Museum of Natural History) which would permit 

qualified individuals and/or groups to conduct research on the Range. NAFB 

would require a comprehensive report on all work undertaken. This action 

would help Nellis Air Force Base meet its Executive Order 11593 obligations 

without having to expend money for the site survey, inventory and evalua¬ 

tion work. 

As stated earlier, Nellis is currently out of compliance with existing Federal 

Historic Preservation Legislation. While it would be impossible to acheive 

compliance in the short time prior to the approval or disapproval of the continued 

withdrawal of public lands, Nellis should present in the final EIS a concrete 

plan demonstrating the acceptance of its responsibilities to historic and pre¬ 

historic resources and the measures it will use to accomplish and remain in 

compliance with the relevant public laws. A specific time frame for accomplish¬ 

ing discrete steps toward this goal should be included with the plan. Without 

this demonstration of intent to comply, it is felt that approval of the withdrawal 

action should be denied. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Richard H. Brooks, 

Director, Museum of Natural 

History, Archaeological Research 

Center 

RHB/cnb 
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Response to Questions 

15-1 The Air Force is working on a Range Resource Plan. 

15-2 The Air Force has incorporated information about historic 
properties and their preservation in briefings provided range 
users and maintenance personnel. Additionally, a workshop was 
conducted on 10 and 11 April 1979 on cultural resource reouire- 
ments and procedures for Air Force personnel working on the Nellis 
AF Range. , 

15-3 Comment noted. 

15-4 The Air Force appreciates the concern of the Archaeological 
Research Center (ARC). The Air Force, as any federal agency, is 
bound by legislatiõn to protect cultural resources and has 
developed policy to assure all future activities are in com¬ 
pliance. Until the cultural resource base on the Nellis AF Range 
is identified and eligible sites nominated for inclusion in the 
National Register, the Air Force has committed to doing site 
specific surveys in areas where ground disturbing activities will 
occur. ARC has already conducted several site specific surveys to 
cover some of the actions discussed in this EIS. With this 
commitment, there is no need to delay the withdrawal. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REOIONIX 

215 Framont StrMt 
San Francisco, Ca. 94105 

Project #D-BLM-K11019-NV 

Mr. Roger McCormack 

Acting State Director (N-921) 
Bureau of Land,Management 
Room 3008, Fédéral Building 
300 Booth Street 

Reno Nevada 89509 SEP 25 1979 
Dear Mr. McCormack: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received and 
reviewed the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) 
titled PROPOSED PUBLIC LAND WITHDRAWAL, NELLIS AIR FORCE 
BOMBING RANGE, NYE, CLARK AND LINCOLN COUNTIES, NEVADA. 

The EPA's comments on the DEIS have been classified as 

Category LO-2. Definitions of the categories are provided 
on the enclosure. The classification and the date of the 
EPA's comments will be published in the Federal Register 
in accordance with our responsibility to inform the public 

of our views on proposed Federal Actions under Section 309 
of the Clean Air Act. Our procedure is to categorize our 

comments on both the environmental consequences of the pro¬ 
posed action and the adequacy of the environmental state¬ 
ment. 

The EPA appreciates the opportunity to comment on this 
draft environmental impact statement and requests three 
copies of the final environmental impact statement when 
available. 

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please 
contact Susan Sakaki, Acting EIS Coordinator, at 
(415)556-6695. 

Enclosure . 
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Air Comments 

1. (DEIS Section 3-1, page 3-3) 

/6-1 The Draft EIS gives projected aircraft emissions up to the 
year 1979 in table 3-2. The Final EIS should estimate 
aircraft activity levels and emissions up to the year 1990. 

2. (DEIS Section 3-1) 
! 

/6-2 

The Draft EIS does not indicate coordination with the Clark 
County Department of Comprehensive Planning with respect to 
the Las Vegas Valley Air Quality Implementation Plan. The 
Final EIS should address this coordination as well as deter 
mine the proposed projects consistency with the plan since 
all Federal actions are subject to State and local require¬ 
ments with respect to the control and abatement of air 
pollution (Section 118, Clean Air Act of 1977). 
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EIS CATEGORY CODES 

Environmental Impact of the Action 

LO--Lack of Objections 

EPA has no objection to the proposed action ás described in the draft 

impact statement; or suggests only minor changes in the proposed action. 

ER—Environmental Reservations 

EPA has reservations concerning the environmental effects of certain 

aspects of the proposed action. EPA believes that further study of 
suggested alternatives or modifications is required and has asked the 

originating Federal agency to reassess these aspects. 

EU—-Environmentally Unsatisfactory 

EPA believes that the proposed action is unsatisfactory because of its 

potentially harmful effect on the environment. Furthermore, the Agency 

believes that the potential safeguards which might be utilized may not 

adequately protect the environment from hazards arising from this action. 
The Agency recommends that alternatives to the action be analyzed further 

(including the possibility of no action at all). 

Adequacy of the Impact Statement 

Category 1—-Adequate 

The draft impact statement adequately sets forth the environmental 

impact of the proposed project or action as' well as alternatives rea¬ 

sonably available to the project or action. 

Category 2—Insufficient Information 

EPA believes that the draft impact statement does not contain suffi¬ 
cient information to assess fully the environmental impact of the pro¬ 
posed project or action. However, from the information submitted, the 

Agency is able to make a preliminary determination of the impact on 

the environment. EPA has requested that the originator provide the 

information that was not included in the draft statement. 

Category 3—Inadequate 

EPA believes that the draft impact statement does not adequately assess 

the environmental impact of the proposed project or action, or that the 

statement inadequately analyzes reasonably available alternatives. The 
Agency has requested more information and analysis concerning the poten¬ 

tial environmental hazards and has asked that substantial revision be 

made to the impact statement. 

If a draft impact statement is assigned a Category 3, no rating will be 

made of the project or action, since a basis does not generally exist on 

which to make such a determination. 
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Response to Questions 

16-1 The Air Force cannot project aircraft basing beyond 1985, 
therefore, operations beyond that date cannot be predicted. Table 
1-3 and table 3-2 have been revised to show aircraft sorties and 
associated emissions for 1985, respectively. Differences in 

^Í°VUantlties shown in the draft EIS and this final EIS are 
Ranno *n£an9ef ty?es.of aircraft to be used on the Nellis AF 
Range and revised emission rates. 

* 

Dr¡vid^ °C ?a9e.9'3 of the dr;,ft EIS' t»e document was 
o to^the clark County Department of Comprehensive Planning 

receivf»d0frr>m f®gi°nal.Plannin9 Commission). No comments were ÎI Commission during the public review and comment 

For« C?mElying with this EPA comment, the Air 
pïannin« ! d«.the CJark County Department of Comprehensive 

Î0 Seek comments on the draft EIS. Their comment 
dated February 26, 1980 is reproduced and included as part 

of the response to this EPA comment.(See page 9-83) ? 

f®d^aÍ activities are subject to state and local laws and regu¬ 
lations respecting the control and abatement of air pollution Tc 

stltuteran^rL^6*.^0903®0 ?ithdrawal is in compliance with’such 
Las Sfif 9Uia SnSi-lt 13 ccnsidered consistent with the 
Las Vegas Valley Air Quality Implementation Plan. 

9-82 



February 26, 1980' 

DONALD L. ••PAT" SHALMY 
Director 

DAVID G. HOUSTON 
Auisunt Director 

CLARK COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF 

COMPREHENSIVE 
300 SO. FOURTH STRUT (TOS) 3M-41S1 
VALUT SANK FLAZA • SUTTl SOS 
LAS VtOAS, NOVADA SSW 

USAF hospital/ SGPM 
Nellis Air Force Base 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89191 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS) 

Clark County Department of Comprehensive Planning has completed its 
review of the Department of the Air Force's Draft Environmental Im¬ 
pact Statement (DEIS) prepared on public land withdrawal for the Nellis 
Air Force Bombing Range in Nye, Clark, and Lincoln counties. 

The DEIS was carefully scrutinized by our department's Environmental and 
Community Planning Divisions, and we found no significant conflict be¬ 
tween the bombing range withdrawal and growth and land use in Clark 
County. 

We assume that comments received from citizen Interest groups, federal, 
state, and local government_agencies concerning the adverse impacts of 
the land withdrawal will be addressed by the Department of the Air Force, 
the Department of the Interior, and the Bureau of Land Management before 
the renewal of the withdrawal of public land is finalized. 

Sincerely, 

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING DIVISION 

Richard T. Serfas 
Environmental Planner 

RTSikc 
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SAM BOWLER, Ouinnan • DAVID B. CANTER, Vice-Chairman 
ROBERT N. BROADBENT, MANUEL J. CORTEZ. THALIA M. DONDERO, JACK R. PETOTI, R.J. 

BRUCE W. SPAULDING, Cowty Maaagcr 
"DICK” RONZONE 
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SIERRA CLUB 
Las Vegas Group of TOI YA BE CHAPTER 
PO. Box 19777, Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 

State Director (N-921) 

Bureau of Land Management 

Room 3008, Federal Building 
300 Booth Street 

Reno, Nevada 89509 

Dear Sir : 

September 27, 1979 

ïhe Las Vegas Group of thé Sierra Club appreciates the opportunity to comment 

on the DEIS for the continued withdrawal of the Nellis Air Force Rapge (NAFR). 

Our main concern with the DEIS is what we feel to be inadequate consideration of 

effeCtS 0f NAFR air«aft overflights for lands adjacent to 
the NAFR, especially those Desert National Wildlife Range lands lieing between 

r0ad U,S- 93 highway. These lands include all of the proposed 
DNWR wilderness still accessible to the public and the majority of the bighorn 
sheep population supposedly protected within the wildlife range. 

This area is termed the Alamo Military Operating Area (MOA), one of four such 

areas lieing outside the NAFR in which air space is utilized by aircraft enroute 

to or from targets on the North Range. The Alamo MOA's existence appears to be 

directly tied to the existence of the NAFR and if so can not logically be 

separated from any discussion of the environmental impacts of the NAFR itself. 

Yet no mention is made in the DEIS of the Alamo M0A or the other three MOAs or 

the special air space considerations for these areas apparantly granted by the 

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Forinstance, the DEIS (Pg. 1-32) speaks 

of limiting overflights on adjacent portions of the DNWR to 2000 feet above 

ground J-evel (AGL) when practical on approaches or take-offs at Indian Springs 

and to 10,000 feet AGL in air-to-air gunnery operations. Yet no mention is 

made of the permits we understand have been granted by the FAA for military air 

space utilization within the Alamo MOA to levels as low as 100 feet AGL. DNWR 

personnel we have spoken with have mentioned numerous observed overflights 

within the eastern DNWR (Alamo MOA) at these very low altitudes. This seems 

contrary to the implied flight limitations mentioned in the DEIS. Whether or 

not sonic booms occur with these overflights, the intrusion upon the requisite 

solitude of the DNWR wilderness should be addressed as a major environmental 

impact and one permitting only a limited degree of subjectivity based on 
individual tolerance levels (Pg. 3-12). 

T^e_ffA P*rait for these low flights does not adequately consider the provisions 
of FAA Advisory 91-36A, dated July 9, 1974, which lists wildlife ranges and 

refuges as noise-sensitive areas to be avoided by aircraft where possible. 

Furthermore, the memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the USAF and the FWS 

regarding interactions between military operations and the DNWR, and referenced 

m the DEIS as covering protective measures, does not apparantly address the 

potential impact of the Alamo MOA flight characteristics on wildlife or on the 

proposed wilderness within the DNWR. The present M0Ü therefore appears inadequate 
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September 27, 1979 

State Director (N-921) 

Page 2 

n-t 

in not addressing this problem and not spelling out adequate flight restrictions 

over this sensitive area. These limitations of the existing MOU should be 

discussed in the EXS along with mitigating measures such as an appropriate 

updating of the MOU to correct these deficiencies. Similar problems may occur 

on potential BLM wilderness, lands affected by other MOAs associated with the 

NAFR operations. 

n-2 

A few additional cooments seem in order. While roads and targets of the South 

Range are stated to lie within those lands of the DNWR excluded from proposed 

wilderness, a single map of roads, target areas, and proposed wilderness 

boundaries would better demonstrate this (Pgs. 1-13 and 1-34). 

/7-5 

While mention is made on page 1-29 of the need for materials in road repair and 

construction, no mention is made here or in Section 3 of where gravel and fill 

material will come from and the resultant environmental impacts. Particularly, 

no assurance is given that the source of these materials is to be outside the 
proposed DNWR wilderness. 

/7-4 

The number of air crashes associated with range operations in recent years suggests 

a possibly appreciable impact due to unrecovered debris, direct destruction of 

resource values and resultant range or forest fires. Such environmental impacts 

may occur on or off the NAFR and on proposed BLM or FWS wilderness areas. The 

extent of this problem and mitigating measures, such as debris removal, should 

be addressed. Notification of appropriate public land management fire 

suppression offices seems essential. 

/7-5 

We wonder why Table 2-6, page 2-26, does not list the mountain lion among the 

mamalian species. This species has been observed on the DNWR and on the NTS and 

almost certainly is found on the NAFR. 

We note that the total figure for the middle column of the table on page 1-15 
seems in error. 

/7-7 

With respect to long-term Impacts, at least a mention of the relationship of the 

proposal to the cumulative, multiplying effect of growing numbers of military 

operations in southern Nevada seems in order. While NAFR, MOAs and the MX 

Missile project have a limited but large impact separately, their cumulative effect 

is probably greater than their simple sum. They tend to interact by crowding 

people off of lands desirable for certain traditional uses and concentrating these 

uses on lands remaining, and by such concentration degrading the value of the 

experience or the utilization. Restrictions or degraded utilizations impact on 

traditional freedoms and represent trade-offs that society must make for national 

security that affect the environment. However difficult this may be to 

objectively assess, it nevertheless needs to be stated. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Chivis 

Chairman 
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Response to Questions 

17-1 See response to comments 6-3, 6-5, and 6-6. 

17-2 Comment noted. It is felt the graphics presented are ade¬ 
quate to evaluate the impacts. 

Although firm site locations for gravel pits have not yet 
been identified nor environmental consequences stated in this 
document, it has been stated on page 1-27 some identified activi¬ 
ties are at the concept stage of planning and will require a more 
indepth evaluation prior to initiating the action. This is the 
case with potential gravel pits on the Range, when sites are 
identified they will be evaluated for potential cultural 

resources, endangered species and potential impact to air and 
water quality. At this time a Mmited review of the general Range 
indicates the array of impacts would not be beyond the scope of 
impacts identified for other activities in this document, but 
better quantification could be obtained after sites have been 
identified. The text has, however, been modified on page 1-29 to 
state no pits or road construction will occur in the proposed 
wilderness area. 

17-4 when aircraft crashes occur off the Range, the Air Force 
recovers the aircraft and associated debris immediately after the 
crash investigation board completes their on site investigation. 
This is also the case when crashes occur in accessable parts of 
the Range. Where crashes occur in less accessable locations on 
the Range, enough of the crashed aircraft is removed to complete 

the accident investigation; the remainder of the debris is removed 
at the next scheduled Range clean-up. Therefore, there is no 
accumulation of crash debris off the range, and only a limited 
amount on the Range, which is eventually removed along with other 
ordnance materials accumulated from normal operations. 

The text on page 3-22 has been revised to indicate there is a 
potential for range fires from aircraft crashes. 

17-5 Review of maps prepared by the Nevada Division of Water 

Resources, 1973, does indicate the mountain lion may be found on 
the Nellis AF Range? however, it is not considered to be one of 
the predominant species and thus has not been included in table 
2—6 ■ 

17-6 The 1978 sortie value has been corrected for the FEIS. 

17-7 The concern expressed in this comment is noted. This docu¬ 

ment deals with continuing the withdrawal of the Nellis AF Range. 
Airspace granted by FAA and future siting of MX are not a part of 
this proposed action, nor should they be tied strictly to the 
continued use of the Range. Documentation of impacts from 
aircraft operations over the DNWR and South Range have been 
extracted from reference 1 and discussed in context as the impacts 
apply ,to the withdrawal action. It would be inappropriate at this 
time to even suggest MX will be sited in an area near the Nellis 
AF Range where cumulative impacts could be experienced. 
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■TATC OF NCVAOA 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF FLANNING COORDINATION 

Capitol Complu 

CARSON CITY. NEVADA 89710 
I702> M9-4MS 

October 3, 1979 

Ed Spang, Director 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Nevada State Office 
Room 30Q8, Federal Building 
300 Booth Street 
Reno, Nevada 89509 

RE: SAI NV #80300019 Project: Nellis Withdrawal 

Dear Mr. Spang: 

Attached are the comments from the following affected State 
Agencies: Department of Agriculture, Department of Military, 
Department of Wildlife, Governor's Office of Planning Coordin¬ 
ation, Divisions of Historic Preservation, Foresty, Environmental 
Protection, Mineral Resources and Conservations Districts 
concerning the above referenced project. 

These comments constitute the State Clearinghouse review of 
this proposal. Please address these comments in the final 
or summary report. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Nolan for 
Robert M. Hill 
State Planning Coordinator 

RMH:md 

Enclosures 



NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW FORM 

SÜ^Kjluvoy 
fi^öfisorvation & Natural Resources 
Cji-kwnan Resources 
önsh and Game 
□ Budget 
S^iiforic Preservation & Archeology 
0Mgr ¡culture 
□ Community Services Agency 
□ Commerce 
□ Public Service Commission 

QEmplçyment Security Department 
Q1 Energy 
□ Law Enforcement Assistance 
□ Taxation 
□ Equal Rights Commission 
□ Economic Development (FCRC) 
ÇB&Q.P.Ç. ■ ' 

•g" Mask Hîsaasfja^- 
□ ^ 

• .r 
Sx 

b HHj, State Planning Cot 

&È<n>o/8 

FROM: Bob HilJ, State Planning Coordinator 

SAI NV # 

PLANNING COORDINATOR 

ooveriNorcs ornee 
CAPITOL COMPLEX 

CARSON CITY. NEVADA 
m<4«ts 

_ y— 

PROJECT: ÿJïïMùmtK- 
Attached for review and comment is a copy of the aforementioned project. PLEASU evaluate it with respect to: 

1) the program's effect on your plans and programs 

2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or Areawide goals and objectives 
3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar 
4) additional considerations. . 

I'U-ASli submit your comments to this office NO LATER THAN J^jrf7"ÂÆ??by chnckino the appropriate 
box. below and leturmng the form to this office. Jfew/p <o /,,,,.c /o coiL,t on'thk Lrin/ nLm <r. 
that we may cúmplete our proccssuKj. - ‘ 

THIS SECTION TO OE COMPLETED BY REVIEWING AGENCY I Military Dept. ) 

[d / comn'ülU on th's Pfoiect □Conference desired (see below) 
^ i ropos'd suppôt ted as written (see below) □Conditional support (outlined below) 

□ Additional information (sec below)_□Disapproval/denial o' funding (must specify reason below) 

Comments: i uii* iii/i/irional sheets ij necessary) 

This Department supports the Air Force withdrawal request. Elements of both the 
Nevada Army and Air National Guard use the Nellis range facilities. 

If the withdrawal is not approved end the range use subsequently denied there will 

be a major negative impact on Army Guard training for Clark County based units. 

4/ ^ 
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-facilitiai Management Officer 883-7111 23 August 1979 
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NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW FORM 

Ä hway 
®£<ínservation & Natural Resources 
CíTbirvm Resources 
üfish and Game 
□ a«dgcM 
KuííTbric^gsetyaiion & Archeology 

□ Coimnuniiy Services Agency 
□ Commerce 
□ Public Service Commission 

ÜEmplöyment Security Department 
CS Energy 
□ law Enforcement Assistance 
□ Taxation 
□ Equal Rights Commission 

Î.O.P.C. • 

□ 

PLANNING COOnOINATOn 

GOVEnNOR'S OFFICE 
CAFtTOl. COMPLEX 

CARSON CITY. NEVADA 

OJU / 

FROM 

SAI NV 

: Bob Hill, State Planning Coof 

/ » O ¡Q 
dinator 

PROJECT: ftdu\ âJiTftMtWK^ 

Attached for review and comment is a copy of the aforementioned project. PLEASE evaluate it with respect to: 

1) the program's effect on your plans and programs 
2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or Areawide goals and objectives 

□ No comment on this project 
□ Proposal suppôt ted as written (see below) 
□ Additional information (sec below) 

□ Conference desired (see below) 
□ Conditional support (outlined below) 
□ Disapproval/denial of funding (must specify reason below) 

* 

Comments: fuse tuiditional sheets if necessary) 
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THI NEVADA DIVISION OF HISTOilC PRESERVATION AND ARCHEOLOGY 

201 South Fall Street - Nye Building - Room 113 - Carson City. Nevada 89710 

MIMI RODOEN, Administrator Telephone (702) 885-5138 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

ROBERT LIST 
GOVERNOR 

ROLAND D. WESTERGARD, Director 
0 

DATE: September 14, 1979 

MEMORAND U 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Office o State Planning Coordinator 

Division of Historic Preservation and Archeology 

Comments on Clearinghouse Project Summary SAI 
NV H 80300018, Nellis Withdrawl. 

The Division has received and reviewed a copy of the above men- 

Pí!?j?Ct summary* The National Register of Historic Places 
and the Division's files have been checked. No properties listed 
on, eligible to, or pending nomination to the National Register 

R^i^C^e?>,Within’ °r immediately adjacent to, the project area. 
Review of the project summary indicates that no cultural resource 
survey work is required. The proposed project will have "no 
effect on properties of National Register quality. 

T5í?.?ÍVÍfÍOn as the State Historic Preservation Office has no 
additional comments to forward to the applicant at this time. A 

menL?írtthÍ? lettef should be retained in the project file as docu¬ 
mentation of consultation as required under 36 CFR, Part 800.4. 

This comment is to be returned together with Form A-95 424 
applicant. 

to the 

Recycling 
Nevada'« Heritage 



August 24, 1979 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Pete Morros, Assistant Director 

FROM: Environmental Protection 

SAIif 30300018 Nellis Withdrawal 

In reference to' the above project, the Division of Environmental 
Protection staff has the following comments: 

AIR 

/ê-z 

/3-5 I 

/0-+ 

/8-5 

Dick Serdoz: Land clearing permits may be required for the new roads 

and other facilities. Along with a revegetation plan for any 
existing on newly disturbed surfaces. Tables 2-1,2-2, and 2-3 are 
no longer valid. Mason changes based and the 1977 amendment 
to the federal clean air act. Nellis the southern tip of the 
Nellis Base into the non-attaiment basin #212 and any new emission 
located in that area will have to be offset on a one to one basis. 
The Las Vegas Valley has been designated as violating state and 

federal ambient Air Quality Standards for TSP,C0, and 0^. Based 
on the emission generated as fugitive dust the new construction 
would require a PDS Permit based on a recant ruling by the District 

Court with the ambient air monitoring for the pollutants generated. 
Increased emissions from LTO will have to be Identified by Clark 

County as part of the growth increment or offset if this occurs 

in basin #212. 

WATER 

Wendell McCurry: No comment. 

SOLID WASTE 

Verne Rosse: No comment. 

kh 
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NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW FORM 

(Ö^jhway 
®£<íf!servaiion & Natural Resources 
u Hjxnan Resources 
fiSrisl» and Game 
□ BíJdget 
K^l«foric Preservation & Archeology 
ffTAgr iculture 
□ Cointnunity Services Agency 
□Commerce 
□ Public Serviré Commission 

Ü Employment Security Department 
CD Energy 

□ Law Enforcement Assistance 
□ Taxation 
□ Equal Rights Commission 
□ SiooamtOMiloofMni. (t 

eSjtT 

SCANNING COORDINATOR 

QOVCRNOR'S OFFIC* 
CAPITOL COMPLEX 

CARSON CITY. NEVADA 
IIS-MCS 

FROM: BobHm. S 

SAI NV # JCOi 

Planning Coordinator 

0 

& PROJECT: /¡/¿/¿n ÛJlTMXtMh' 

Attached for review and comment is a copy of the aforementioned project. PLEASTi evaluate it with respect to: 

1 ) the program's eîfcct on your plans and programs 

2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or Areawide goals and objectives 
3 ns accord with any applicable law. order or regulation with which you are familiar 
4) additional considerations. r\ 

I'UiASI- submit your comments to this office NO LATER THAN.bv checking the aoorooriate 

that wo'nt^com^ üiflCß' ~-/o ™ on this particular project so 

THIS SECTION TO PE COMPLETED 3Y REVIEWING AGENCY ( _ j 

□ No com mon I on this project 
□ Proposal suppoi ted as w-ritten (see below) 
□ Additional information (see below) 

Comments, (use luIJitioiml sheets if necessary) 

□ Conference desired (see below) 
□ Conditional support (outlined below) 
□ Disapproval/denial of funding (must specify reason below) 

3-/ó 

/4-6 1 ^ —r «Umí ÍC — 
* " r*TT' M M u WIUjjL <-r v^r fc ^ t ^ 

fr'*»- 

/0-1 

l TU 
^»oU 
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ROLAND D. WESTEROAUO, Dm*m 

Utpminrai of ConnvukM 
■Ml Nuurai Rorrea 

LOWELL V. “Lowr" SMITH 
Sun funur rtnwném 

DEPARTMENT OF COh'SERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

DIVISION OF FORESTRY 
CAPITOL COMPLEX 

CARSON CITY, NEVADA 19710 

Septeaber 5, 1979 

ROBERT LIST 

STATE OP NEVADA • 

AUnm Rtplr M 
Ny» RuiMla« 

SOI S. Fill Sind 
CwfoaCUy, Nevada »TIO 

lUAUO 

memorandum 

TO: Peter G. Morros, Ass't Director 

FBCM: L. V. SaLtiC- 

SUBJECT: SAI NV #80300018 - Nellis Withdrawal 

The withdrawal in question is actually an application for renewal for 
the area currently used as a test site by the Air Force. Seme of the test 
site has been subjected to severe environmental degradation, and perhaps 
will never recover. 

I feel that the tests made by the Air Force are essential and will 
continue even if new test sites have to be sought. I feel it is in the 
best interest to renew the application; it would be senseless to degrade 
new areas presently environmentally stable. 

/8-8 

Within the test site there are currently 21 threatened and endangered 
plant species recognized by the State of Nevada. Efforts should be made 
to protect these plants from future destruction. 
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NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW FORM 

í<ghw8Y 
isarvation & Natural Resources 

□Hyman Resources 
Drish and Game 
□ Budget 
B£lrftbr¡c Preservation & Archeology 
(3/Vjriculture 

□ Community Services Agency 
□Commerce 
□ Public Service Commission 

Ü Employment Security Department 
03 Energy 

□ Law Enforcement Assistance 
□Taxation 

□ Equal Rights Commission 
□ Economic Development FCRÇ) 

VhnsTA'U CSQJ' 

--- 

PL Ann t no coonoiN 
covenNon'S OPr 
CAPITOL COMPLI 

CARSON CITY, N«V 
MS-4 ICS 

FROM: Bob HHJ, State Planning Coordinator j 

SAI NV # 
. PROJECT: /Vi¿Us éüjTïMiML. 

Attached for review and comment is a copy of the aforementioned project. PLEASE evaluate it with respect to: 

1 ) the program’s effect on your plans and programs 

2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or Areawide goals and objectives 
3 its accord with any applicable law. order or regulation with which you are familiar 

additional considerations. p* 

PLEASE submit your comments to this office NO LATER THAN jLttO/30 • ., 

THIS SECTION TO BE COMPLETED BY REVIEWIKG AGENCY { 

□ No comment on this project 
j? Proposal supported as written (see below) 
□ Additional information (see below) 

Comments, (use ndditiomsl sheets if ticccssnry) 

□ Conference desired (sec below) 
□ Conditional support (outlined below) 

ODisapproval/denial of funding (must specify reason below) 

/8-9 

Observation of the area in question appears to fully support 
the proposal as written. I would recommend that the withdrawal 
be continued as proposed. Also nots that,?.s per proposal's 
rscommsndations(Wilderness designation for the Desert National 
Wildlife Range should be denied as not suitable. 

i 
i 
i 
i 
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STATE. ÖFÄ^OA 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

Kuiand D WiSTI*&A«o, Director 
Jmrc Hah. Admimnrator 

DIVISION OP MINERAL RESOURCES 
Coprtöl'Cöhnprex 

201 Soufhf oll Street 

Carson City, Nevada 89710 

Addrtu Herir to 

Capitol Compta 
Ny« Bldf., »I S. Pall Straat 
Canoa City, Naada 19110 

Telephone (702) IS5-4J6I 

September 17, 1979 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Peter G. Morros, Assistant Director 

FROM: Joyce Hall, Administrator (t.fj 

SUBJECT: SAI NV #80300018 - Nellis Withdrawal 

After having reviewed the Draft Environmental State 
ment concerning the proposed public land withdrawal of 
the Nellis Air Force Bombing Range, I would like to offer 
some comments. 

The first comment relates to distribution to the 
public of the statement itself. Chapter IX contains a 
list of individuals and organizations who "will receive 
a copy of the draft statement". Included on the list are 
the Governor's Advisory Mining Board (Now the Oil, Gas 
and Mining Board), and the Nevada Mining Association, 
neither of which has received a copy of this document. I 
have not checked with any of the others listed. 

18-19 

Although it is very clear that the existence of the 
Nellis Air Force Bombing Range is important to the economy 
of southern Nevada, in particular the rural counties, I 
feel it should be emphasized that this is one of many with¬ 
drawals and proposed withdrawals in Nevada of land which 
the U.S. Geological Survey has studied and determined 
"could be a future source of selected mineral commodities 
to meet national requirements". Unfortunately, the 
cumulative impact or withdrawals of public lands is not 
assessed; of specific concern is the total impact on minerals 
availability. 

The draft environmental statement repeatedly mentions 
that portions of the South Range are being recommended by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) for inclusion in 
the wilderness system. As this area is currently closed to 
multiple use and acitvities such as road-building are 

H-n 



/8-// 

Peter G. Morros 
September 17, 1979 
Page Two 

prohibited, a de facto wilderness has been created It 

ther!uf0re sugg?sted Prior to being granted'wilderness 
status the areas in question should be opened for multiple 

use including mineral exploration. In other words, the 
Air Porce should not be engaged in the practice oï creating 

wilderness which is then turned over to FWS in a "natural" 
condition for their management. The area is roadless 
because the Air Force has not permitted development. 

"Under the purview of NEPA of 1969..., Endangered 
Species Act of 1973..., Wild Free-Roaming Horses 
and Burro Act of 1971..., Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 

as amended..., Public Land Administration Act of 1960 

‘ multiple use and sustained'" 
y eld as defined in 86-517,a five-party cooperative 
agreement was signed on January 27, 1977 bv the Air 

FoJc®¿ FWS’ Nevada Department of Fish and Game, 
and ERDA (now DOE)." (Emphasis added) 

The purpose of the agreement is to manage the South 
Range to allow, among other activities, hunting. If hunting 
is m fact consistent with Air Force activity, it should be 
true that mineral exploration and development, as one of 

he multiple uses, must also be a goal of cooperative management 

In conclusion, the continued withdrawal by the Air 

be?-nS.Prosed without a study by the U. S. Government 
of bbe cumulative impact on minerals availability of such a 
withdrawal. Closure to mineral exploration and development 

is inconsistent with the-multiple use principle which was 

inC1977a g0al °f the flVe party cooperative agreement signed 

JH: vb 
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SUN K. amrriTH 
OlHKtM 

tlOO VALLEY ROAD P.O. BOX 10678 RCNO. NEVADA «»810 

N*.X. 

RQBKRI.LIST. 
Wliif<HC«0BBK30Dn» 

t 
TELEPHONE (702) 784-«218 

September 10, 1979 

Mike Nolan 
State Planning Coordinator's Office 

Heroes «Memorial BuiIdlng 

108 W. Second Street 

Second Floor 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Dear Mike: 

The Nevada Department of Wildlife appreciates the opportunity to review 

and provide comments on the Nellis Withdrawal, SA1 #803000. 

We recommend that comments in the following three areas relative to 

the E.l.S. in question be addressed to the U.S. Air Force. 

1) 

/6-/2. 

It is our feeling that complete inventory of wildlife occurring on 

the above area should be Implemented pursuant to the established 

five-party agreement. (The species list in the E.l.S. is not an 

inventory.) From this inventory will spring management plans that 

will address the needs of wildlife on this area. Even though 

wildlife on the area belongs to the people of the State of 

Nevada with responsibility for its welfare vested with the State 

Wildlife Department, the Air Force must assume equal responsibility 

as landlords for the habitat to cooperatively assist the state in 

this mission, including the financing of the proper management. 

/0-/3 

2) In that portion of the area where the Air Force is overflying the 

Desert National Wildlife Range and its administrative wilderness, 

there is a suspected conflict with Air Force operations. Extremely 

low flying aircraft seemingly continue to increase over these areas, 

which is not in concert with managing wilderness from the noise level 

standpoint. More importantly, though, is the fact that our biologists 

remain concerned about the Impact of such noise on the major species 

the range was set up to protect, the desert bighorn sheep. 

We recommend that a study of aircraft noise levels and flyl 

in relation to the maintenance of thrifty herds of bighorn 

Desert National Wildlife Range be seriously addressed and 

the wilderness/noise conflict problem be addressed. 
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3) 

/8-(4 

We feel that there are portions of the bombing range that could 

be opened to public use such as controlled hunting, hiking, etc. 
The Belted Range and the Kawitch Valley are examples of areas 

where deer and antelope hunting might be legally accommodated. 
This aspect needs to be investigated and inventories of wildlife 
need to be accomplished here to determine the amount of hunting 
recreation that could be provided. 

In summary, we are not objecting to the continued withdrawal as 
proposed for national defense purposes; however, we feel that a#"handle" 

must be gotten on wildlife inhabiting the area and how wildlife populations 
and habitat can best be managed and protected. 

Sincerely, 

Glen K. Griffith 
Director 
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Response to Questions 

18-1 To agree to such a requirement would indicate there are no 
long term effects from past withdrawals of the Nellis AF Range. 
Unexploded ordnance and radioactive contaminated sites have com¬ 
mitted the land to limited use. It must be understood that this 
is an existing condition that has occurred from previous commit¬ 
ments and use of the resources. The Air Force does agree to 
conduct an explosive ordnance device (EOD) survey when the Range 
is no longer needed. Based on the level of technology^available 
at that time and environmental constraints, unexploded ordnance 
will be removed from the land. 

18-2 As indicated on page 2-37 of the draft EIS, the Air Force is 
aware of the Nevada requirement to obtain a permit for any con¬ 
struction that disturbs topsoil on more than 20 acres of land. 

18-3 Data in tables 2-1, 2-2 and 2-3 have been updated with data 
provided by the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Air 

Quality Section. 

18-4 The southern tip of the South Range is within the Las Vegas 
Valley Air Qualilty Basin No 212. (To obtain a visual reference 
of the Basin No 212 boundary on the South Range, one can draw a 
horizontal line through the target complex in subrange 65 and 
extend eastward through subrange 63. Range land south of the 
described line is within Basin No 212.) The only construction 
activity projected to occur on the South Range is the improvement 
of 80 miles of roads. About 50 miles of the existing roads to be 
repaired and covered with an oil and chip overlay are within Basin 
No 212. Due to funding constraints it is probable road repair on 
the South Range would be broken into segments, with each segment 
being completed in a fiscal year. At this rate, it would take two 
years to complete the 80 miles on the South Range. Fugitive dust 
generation from the construction would be less than 100 tons per 
year. Once the construction is completed the annual fugitive dust 
generation created by vehicular travel on the roads would be cut 
in half. 

The fugitive dust generated in connection with proposed construc¬ 

tion activities is of a short time duration. This dust is not 
considered by the Air Force to be an emission from a stationary 
source subject to either Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD) or non-attainment new source review and permitting 
requirements. All applicable permit requirements of the State of 
Nevada dealing with surface disturbance emissions from construc¬ 
tion activities will be obtained prior to initiating the project. 

18-5 Emissions from aircraft landing and takeoff operations at 
Nellis AFB will add to Clark County's inventory of emissions by a 
very small amount. These emissions are from mobile sources and 
thus are not subject to the offset requirements for major 
stationary sources under the Clean Air Act. The impact of these 
emissions may, however, be considered by Clark County in the 
development of their implementation plan to insure compliance with 

ambient air quality standards. 
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18-6 The Air Force recognizes the agreement with the Nevada 

Division of Parks and requests they contact the Tactical Fighter 
Weapons Center, Range Group Commander to arrange a mutually agreed 
schedule. The EIS has been modified on page 3-12¿to reflect this 
agreement. 

18-7 The Air Force acknowledges the new MOU but does not feel 
including a discussion of it would assist in understanding im¬ 
pacts of the proposed withdrawal. 

18-8 Page 2-18, fourth paragraph of the EIS has been changed to 
indicate Nevada does have a list of endangered and threatened 
species. Table 2-5 shows the Nevada T/E plants that are 
considered on or adjacent to the Nellis AF Range. Page 4-2, 
second paragraph has been modified to discuss protection measures 
for Nevada listed plants. 

18-9 Comment noted. 

18-10 The draft EIS points out that the mineral evaluation con¬ 
ducted by the USGS and BM supports a premise, based on geologic 

formations and past mining activity in the area, that there are 
three locations on the Nellis AF Range which may have mineral 

commodities to meet national requirements. It is emphasized that 
this is a premise and as such USGS and BM state further surveys 
are needed to determine if the minerals are present. If future 
surveys show mineral resources are sufficient to meet national 
requirements, an evaluation of this need must be weighed against 
the defense training need. If the mineral need is greater, the 
withdrawal may have to be modified. There are yet many areas in 
the State of Nevada where the full mineral potential has not been 
defined. Until this is accomplished it is difficult to state the 
ultimate impact on mineral availability in the State. Military 
withdrawal of the Nellis AF Range does not prevent mineral sur¬ 
veys. The land is available to USGS and BM for conducting a 
survey and may be included in their survey program. Thus con¬ 
tinued withdrawal of the Range is a temporary rather than a 
permanent closure of mineral availability. 

18-11 The Air Force is not a party to the wilderness proposal for 
the Desert National Wildlife Range. FWS responded to the wilder¬ 
ness legislation and felt the area met the criteria. Provided the 
wilderness designation does not restrict the training mission, the 
Air Force does not object to the proposal. 

The Air Force appreciates the remainder of the comments concern to 
include mineral exploration and development as a part of the 

multiple use and sustained yield principle in the Five Party Co¬ 
operative Agreement. As discussed in the response.to comment 
18-10, mineral surveys can be conducted, however, mineral develop¬ 
ment is not compatible with existing uses for the area and will 
not be made a part of the Cooperative Agreement. 
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18-12 The Air Force recognizes its responsibility in the Five 
Party Cooperative Agreement and in recent meetings with the 
parties to this agreement requested greater emphasis be placed on 
wildlife inventories and management of the resources. 

18-13 See response to comments 2-5 and 6-7. 

18-14 See response to comment 7-1. 

« 
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IN REPLY REFER TO: 

United States Department of the Interior 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

L7619(135) OCT 2,» 1979 

Memorandum 

To: Director, Bureau of Land Management, Washington, D.C. 

Attention: Division of Und Resources and Realty: Robert 
^herer (321) 

Acting 
From? Director, National Park Service 

Subject: Draft Environmental Statement on The Public Land Withdrawal 
for the Nellis Air Force Bombing Range, Nye, Clark, and 
Lincoln Counties, Nevada (DES 79-47) 

We have reviewed the subject document concerning the continuation of 

Force Base training, testing, and weapons evaluation opera¬ 
tions on a range of 2,945,726 acres in southwest Nevada. Our comments 
follow: 

Our principal concerns relate to radioactive contamination of air and 

water. Though the DES states contamination will be negligible, merely 
saying so is insufficient to allay concern for the future purity of 
these essential resources. Release of radioactive gases and contami¬ 

nated particulates could threaten life and health of local area residents 
and visitors to the surrounding areas. 

/f-/ 

Page 3-1. The Environmental Protection Agency emission factor for 
fugitive dust of 1.2 tons per acre per month is given. Fugitive dust 
created from bombing, range maintenance, and construction is considered 
a temporary source of pollution. The Clean Air Act deals with regulation 
of permanent (stationary) sources and mobile sources of pollution. Any 
control of temporary sources would be under the jurisdiction of the State 
and/or local Air Resources Department. 

Section 118 of the Clean Air Act states that each Federal agency must 

comply with Federal, State, interstate, and local requirements for air 
pollution, unless exempted. Since control of temporary sources is at 
the option of State and local departments, we recommend that the Air 

Resources Department in Nevada be contacted for relevant control standards. 
State of Nevada contacts are listed below: 



2 

Donald Àrkell 

Director, Air Pollution Control Division 

District Health Department of Clark County 

625 Shadow Lane 

Las Vegas, NV 89106 

Dick Serdoz 

Air Quality Office 

Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 

201 S. Fall Street 

Carson City, NV 89701 

/9-2 

Page 3-4. "Radioactivity attributable to the resuspension of dust 

particles in the air from contaminated areas onsite has never been 

detected in offslte_samples, and it is not expected to be in the future 

/3/." (Reference ¿V is the Final Environmental Statement - Nevada 
Test Site, Nye County, Nevada, 1977.) The quote is misleading, unless 

further tests have been made to include the subject area. We recommend, 

if not already done, that studies be made which include the area. 

We are less concerned about measured gas concentrations averaged over 

the year than face-value concentrations measured at a given time (para¬ 

graph 5). As the structures are temporary in nature, daily statistics 

should be included for evaluation. 

/V-J 

Page 4-3. We agree with the recommendation for the Department of Energy 

to continue ground water studies and dissemination of its findings. Con¬ 

cern is expressed about water quality in the Cactus Flat and Ash Meadows- 

Pahute Mesa ground systems, both of which are believed to extend to Death 

Valley National Monument. 

Editorial Comments: 

/f-4 
Page ii. The acronym for Desert National Wildlife Range (DNWR) should 

be given before used in the text. 

/7-5 I Page 1-25. "DOEWANDWTHEWAIR" should read "DOE and the Air." 

^ ^ 1 Page 2-2. Water resources paragraph incomplete. 

I Page 8-5, top of page. Part of the text is missing. 

Since the subject area is now unsuitable for public use due to unexploded 

ordnance, we believe continued use of the area for defense training is 

in prder. However, we believe every effort should be made to protect Lake 
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3 

19-â 

Mead National Recreation Area and Death Valley National Monument,from 

air quality deterioration and other unforeseen impacts to visitors or 
environment from military actions on the Nellis Air Force Bombing Range. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review the subject proposal and offer 
no further comments. 
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Response to Questions 

19-1 See response to comments 16-2 and 18-2 through 18-5. 

19-2 The referenced quote includes the sites shown in Figure 1-4. 
As discussed on page 3-4 of the draft EIS, there have been 
releases of radioactive noble gases. On occasion, some releases 
have resulted in low but measurable concentrations at continuously 
operated gas sampling stations on and off the Nevada Test Site. A 
more detailed review of DOE activities is provided in'reference 3 

to this EIS. 

19-3 Comment noted. 

19-4 Correction made in the text. 

19-5 Correction made in the text. 

19-6 Thê text has been corrected. 

19-7 The text has been corrected. 

19-8 It is believed the data and analysis provided in the Air 
Quality Section in Chapter II and III show the continued use of 
the Nellis AF Range will not significantly impact air quality. 
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Individual Comments Presented at Public Hearing 



HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment H-1 

Mr, Brian Beck: Representing the Bullfrog Mining District. 

I represent the Bullfrog mining district and I am a geologist. 
The N.T.S. or, excuse me, the Nellis Air Force bombing range 
environmental impact statement is erroneous in that as Mr. 
Spicer said, does not include the nuclear contamirjation which 
has gone on. In the statement it conducts regions for the 
water over the ground water system. It also indicates where 
six nuclear devices have been set off. The devices or the 
statement is erroneous in the statement that only six devices 
have been set off. The entire range, including the Nevada Test 
Site has set off over four hundred and fifty-five nuclear 
devices since 1976. Of these devices that I have been able to 
find out, over fifty-one have been set off from the Pahute Mesa 
area yhile the drainage goes right on down through the Thunder 
Canyon area, right down through all the farming ranges, down to 
Beatty to the farm areas and on into Death Valley. 

Response to H-1 

Figure 1—4, page 1—13 provides the location of the six 
tests discussed in this comment. These tests have resulted in 
surface contamination to a point where radiation safety 
measures have been instituted. Additional tests (all 
underground) conducted on the Pahute Mesa are identified in 
figure 1-7. 

Comment H-2 

Mr. Brian Beck: The report does not stipulate what the water 
movement Ts but from the latest Nevada Test Site they say it is 
one inch per year. In other words, if a bomb went off it would 
take 28 years, that the bomb set off, it would—the contamina¬ 
tion should have moved 28 inches, but through recent studies of 
ground water in the area, I have come to the conclusion, along 
with others, that the rate is now at point eleven miles per 
year. What it simply means is Beatty in the year of two thou¬ 
sand two hundred and six should start to receive contamination. 
All the ranges and everything above that will start receiving 
it sooner. The wells should start receiving it about two 
thousand one hundred and seventy eight or about one hundred and 
ninety-nine years from now. Eventually the farming areas will 
receive it. These nuclear devices that are being set off from 
the Tonopah test range have contaminated the water all the way 
from Goldfield and all the way down to Indian Springs. The 
contamination will not reach Las Vegas, but they will go into 
Death Valley. That seems to be where the entire system is 
draining. The entire system at present time is covering about 
one-third of the Nevada water supply. 
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Response to H-2 

See response to comment 12-2. 

Comment H-3 

Mr. Brian Beck: The above ground test, which I believe are 
more important. I believe the first nuclear test was set off 
in 1951 and continued until 1962. There were eighty such 
aboveground tests and there were seven underground t^ests during 
those years. The aboveground tests are the ones which pose the 
immediate problem. The double tract test, which is listed in 
the environmental impact statement was set off less than twenty 
miles due east from Goldfield^ Nevada. No warnings were given 
to the people there. Plutonium is still degrassing there and 
you could go out with an sellometer and find traces of 
plutonium right against U.S. 95. 

Response to H-3 

The draft EIS provides dates for the Roller Coaster and 
cratering test conducted on the Nellis AF Range. 

Comment H-4 

Mr. Brian Beck; The other areas which are contaminated go 
right to PahuteMesa. The contamination of the 
underground—any underground nuclear test, it didn't make a 
damn whether it's underground, there will be some surface 
disruption and radiation. It may not go for more than a few 
hundred yards but there is surface contamination. 

Response to H-4 

Comment noted. 

Comment H-5 

Mr. Brian Beck: On that note there are fourteen others 
which have not been reported. The surface contamination isn't 
in the northern test range. We think they are effecting 
Goldfield, the population there and also Tonopah and the Pahute 
Mesa area which will render also the entire farming community 
going all the way down through Amargosa farming area will be 
completely effected and pretty much destroyed in the future. 

Response to H-5 

See response to comment 12-2. 

Comment H-6 

Mr. Brian Beck: The Timber Mountain site is extremely 
recent. About ten million years in age, but the volinex which 

9-108 



extends radiating from this particular cone dates at less than 
two hundred and fifty thousand years. There is still present 
activity going on there. Still present active energy there in 
the area right across from what is called the hot springs area, 
was considered in the early 60's as a geotherm protection. In 
the 1920's or the late 1920's there was an earthquake which 
occurred in the area which cut off all the water supply to the 
area, to the Chrystal area which is right next to the Timber 

area. They propose to put in a nuclear waste facility in an 
active area. It's total madness. You put a facility in there 
you have such active faults from both the earthquakes could 
have such shattering and destruction in time. That's one 
consideration they have not looked into. 

Response to H-6 

DOE has decided to evaluate Yucca Mountain rather than Timber 

Mountain as a potential nuclear waste management site. Seismic 
activity of the Nellis AF Range and NTS has been considered 
from the point of natural earthquakes to induced shocks from 
underground nuclear testing (see page 2-48 and figure 2-10 of 

the draft EIS). 

Comment H-7 

Ms. Kathleen Bergin: Representing the Archaeological 

Research Center. 

I want to emphasize that all significant cultural resources 

have not been identified and they are not even close to being 
identified. Until fifteen to twenty percent of the total area 
of the north and south ranges have been intensively surveyed, 

an adequate sensitivity map of the type referred to in the 
draft EIS cannot be produced, nor can Nellis have a satis¬ 
factory understanding of the cultural resources which they are 

responsible for managing. 

Response to H-7 

Comment noted. See response to comment 15-1. 

Comment H-8 

Ms. Kathleen Bergin: The following are recommendations that 
will help Nellis meets its responsibilities as a cultural 
resource manager, which is a new role for Nellis. First, it is 
recommended that Nellis Air Force Base develop and implement a 

master plan for the management and conservation of the historic 
properties for which it is responsible. A programmatic 
memorandum of agreement with the Advisory Council and other 

interested parties concerning this master plan would express 
Air Force intent to comply with existing federal legislation. 
The Master Plan should address National Environmental Policy 
Act and National Historic Preservation Act requirements 
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including review and conunent by ACHP and consultation with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer. A survey for historic 
properties should be conducted well in advance of any land 
altering activity. The Air Force should consider historic 
properties during project planning so as to conserve the 
limited resources/or to minimize any adverse effects to them. 

Secondly, the master plan should address Executive Order 
11593 responsibilities for further survey and inventory of the 
historic properties controlled by Nellis. To date ©nly one 
percent of the north range, five percent of the surface use 
areas of the south range have been surveyed. 

Lastly, the Master Plan should address plans for the 
nomination of significant sites and districts to the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

Response to H-8 

See response to comment 15-1. 

Gomment H-9 

Ms. Kathleen Bergin: A second recommendation is that 
information about historic properties and historic preservation 
be incorporated into Nellis E.O.D. briefings and Tonopah Test 
Range and Nevada Test Site security briefings. Pilots must be 
alerted not to bomb and strafe historic period architecture as 
targets of opportunity. 

Response to H-9 

See response to comment 15-2. 

Comment H-10 

Ms. Kathleen Bergin: Lastly, it is recommended that Nellis 
develop mutually beneficial relations with legitimate research 
institutions and groups such as the Historic Archaeology 
Program and Archaeology Program at the University of Nevada, 
Las Vegas, the Southern Nevada Certification Program and the 
Archaeo-Nevada Society at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
Museum of Natural History. This would permit qualified 
individuals and groups to conduct research on the range which 
Nellis would required a comprehensive report on all work 
undertaken. This action would help Nellis meets its Executive 
Order 11593 obligations without having to expend money for the 
site survey, inventory and evaluation work. 

Response to H-10 

See response to comment 15-3. 
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Conunent H-11 

Mr. Scott Crandenberg: Representing the Archaeological 

Research Center. 

We would like to recommend at this time that the map that was 
mentioned in the F.D.I.S. that was prepared at the end of Miss 
Bergin's report be updated at the conclusion of this contract 
and again the conclusion of any other contract between the 
several organizations to keep this an effective plan to be the 
major planning tool that the Air Force could use to keep them 
in compliance with the national policy as relates to specific 

archaeological research. 

Response to H-11 , 

Comment noted. 

Comment H-12 

Mr. Brian Beck: Representing the S.P. Mining Company of 

Nevada. 

There are large valuable mineral deposits that are on the 
test site that have not been talked about on the or in the 
Environmental Impact Statement. The three most important ones 
are found on the Pahute Mesa Area, Turkey Canyon Area and the 
Tolicha Peak Area. The Pahute Mesa district being part of the 
Condar (phonetic) complex up there. We find primarily uranium 
deposits up there and secondary uranium deposits up in the 
area. This poses a problem to the underground nuclear testing 

that they have up there. They have backed down previously 
because of too high a uranium which would set up a nuclear 

fusion reaction. 

Response to H-12 

Extensive surveys of the rocks exposed at the surface and at 
depth have been made by the USGS in the past and as a result it 
is considered Pahute Mesa does not have the appropriate 
geological setting where one would expect to find uranium 
deposits. In addition, there have been numerous exploratory 
and emplacement holes drilled on Pahute Mesa (see page 1-25 and 

26 of the EIS). The drilling of these holes has been attended 
by trained geologist and from their observations of rock cores 
and cuttings no uranium deposits ever have been detected. 
During the drilling of many of these holes the drilling mud and 
cuttings are monitored by radiation detection instruments. 
Again no uranium deposits have been detected. 

There is no instance in the past where DOE has refrained 
(backed down) from a nuclear experiment because of the fact 
that uranium deposits had been found which had the potential to 
initiate a nuclear chain reaction of any sort in the geologic 

media. Such a potential does not exist on Pahute Mesa. 
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Conunent H-13 

Mr. Brian Beck; Turkey Canyon area is another primary and 
secondary range of deposits with gold and silver deposits. In 
1932 the area was explored with ore deposits and the peak area, 
known in the early mining days as a Monte Cristo area is rich 
in silver. The area was abandoned in 1941 when the test site 
took over. At that time they were removing ore that averaged 
one thousand ounces to the ton and reported in the 
Environmental Impact Statement they say there is oníy one 
possible mineral area and that's just east of Goldfield. The 
only reason they say that because there has been only one 
geological report done on the area. The Goldfield area 
district is a possible silver, gold and uranium district. 

! 

Response to H-13 

Page 2-34 discusses potential prospective mineral locations 
on the Nellis AF Range and does discuss more than one location. 
A report, in addition to reference 15 to this EIS, was 
researched for reportings of mineral deposits. The U.S. Bureau 
of Mines, Western Field Operations Center, Spokane, Washington, 
has published a catalogue "State of Nevada - All Mineral 
Locations, July 1976 (MILS)" and an overlay map "Nevada MILS - 
All Mineral Locations, July 1976". This reference also does 
not identify any mineral locations on Pahute Mesa, including 
uranium deposits. With inclusion of data provided by comment 
4-2, it is believed the EIS contains an accurate description of 
what is known about the mineral potential on the Nellis AF 
Range. 

Comment H-14 

Mr. Brian Beck: The primary uranium exists in two different 
forms up there and they are very good leads for extensive 
deposits, The Tule-Springs area, I believe would be the second 
largest silver deposit in the entire United States at the 
present time. When, the town did exist it being used as a 
target area. 

Response to H-14 

Tule-Springs is not located within the Nellis AF Range and 
has never been used by the Air Force as a target area. 

Comment H-15 

Mr. Brian Beck; The Turkey Canyon area is totally off limits 
right now and there are patrols and what have you in there, but 
from other data and also plots coming down the valley an 
assessment of it is easy, also through diaries I have obtained 
from prospectors who existed in the area and people who have 
prospected that area before that time. I do have samples of 
material they have obtained there. I have also ascertained 
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that there are nine different mines which are not indicated in 

the Environmental Impact Statement. 

Response to H-15 

See response to comment H-13. 

Comment H-16 

Mr. Brian Beck: The Pahute Mesa area with the eranium 
deposits there seems to be three different ones according to 

data from the Nevada Test Site. The zones seem to be four 
hundred, eight hundred and two thousand feet and a number of 
bombs which they have set up in the Pahute Mesa area existed 

just below that two thousand foot level. There is a high 
probability out there that if they go through a zone and do not 
recognize it for its uranium content they could send impluse 

through it and get a reaction and there is precedence for that 
type •of reaction taking place in South Africa. 

Response to H-16 

See response to comment H-12. 

9-113 



CHAPTER X 

CONSIDERATIONS THAT MUST BE BALANCED AGAINST ADVERSE 
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The Nellis AF Range is a major DOD range and the most 
sophisticated in the United States today. It is used by all the 
military services. The complex provides conventional 
air-to-ground, supervised and unsupervised tactical air to ground, 
and air-to-air ranges. Electronic warfare sites that' simulates an 
environment typical of that expected in a potential enemy target 
area. The environment includes electronic emissions from 
simulated enemy surface-to-air missile radar, anti-aircraft 
artillery radars, early warning and ground based jamming type 
radar units. The Air Combat Maneuvering Instrumentation 
capability provided is computerized to facilitate better training 
of aircrews by providing computer playback of the combat duel. 

The*Air Force's most sophisticated war type scenario, Red 
Flag, is conducted on the Nellis AF Range; the only range 
available to conduct this type training. Additionally, the Range 
provides facilities for aircraft and aircraft equipment 
operational testing and evaluations which are used to develop 
procedures for the aircrews to obtain maximum utilization of 
aircraft and equipment. 

The land space provided at the Nellis AF Range and the 
climate of southern Nevada were major factors in developing the 
Range to provide the current level of capability. Although no new 
lands would be withdrawn as a result of the renewal, the 
restrictions on the existing range would continue. Department of 
Energy operations in the Pahute Mesa area and on the TTR are also 
a vital asset to the national defense program and would continue 
to use the land if the proposed withdrawal were approved. 

The Nellis AF Range overlaps the Wild Horse Range and the 
DNWR. Continued withdrawal of the Nellis AF Range, along with the 
proposed construction activities would impact an additional 7600 
acres of soil and vegetation. This represents 0.26 percent of the 
total Range acreage. When added to the present impacted acreage, 
the total impact to soils and vegetation would be 0.67% of the 
Range acreage. 

Protection of the area's air quality and water resources is 
of vital concern. It has been concluded that the proposed action 
will not significantly impact either of these resources. The 
commitment will not significantly impact either of these 
resources. The commitment to replace older type aircraft with 
less polluting aircraft would provide additional steps to preserve 
clean air. Utilizing water conservation, proper solid waste 
disposal, and sound construction techniques should assist in 
maintaining good water quality for the area. 
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The Range has been impacted since the early 1940s with live 
ordnance. Although range clearance programs are conducted to 
remove unexploded ordnance from the surface, it would be difficult 
to provide 100 percent assurance that all ordnance has been 
removed. Consequently, the land has been committed to some extent 
and prohibits public use until advanced techniques are developed 
to provide both surface and subsurface clearance without the grave 
environmental consequences which would be experienced with today's 
technology, if the Range were moved to a new locatiorr the impact 
of unexploded ordnance would exist but not to the magnitude 
experienced at Nellis. Ordnance deliveries would be confined to 
maintained targets rather than to natural features which were used 
by aircrews in the early history of the Nellis AF Range. 

From a socio-economic standpoint, renewal of the withdrawal 
would continue to provide some economic stability for the area; 
however, there may be some minor impacts in the Beatty area, it 
may be possible to mitigate the community impacts and not strain 
the economic base of the area. Future mineral surveys of the 
Range may show mineral deposits that could be vital national 
resources. When it becomes necessary to mine these minerals, the 
Range withdrawal may have to be modified or a mineral management 
plan developed. 

Review of the above conditions indicates continued withdrawal 
of the Nellis AF Range is more environmentally sound than any 
other alternative available to the Air Force. 
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APPENDIX A 

DESCRIPTION OF NELLIS AFR WITHDRAWAL 

Tps. 1 - 44E - all 
Tps. 2 - 44E - all 
Tps. 3 - 44E - all 
Tps. 4 - 44E - all , 
Tps. 1 - 45E - all 
Tps. 2 - 45E - all 
Tps. 3 - 45E - all 
Tps. 4 - 45E - all 
Tps. 1 - 46E - all 
Tps. 2 - 46E - all 
Tps. 3 - 46E - all 
Tps. 4 - 46E - all 
Tps. 1 - 47E - all 
Tps! 2 - 47E - all 
Tps. 3 - 47E - all 
Tps. 4 - 47E - all 
Tps. 1 - 48E - all 
Tps. 2 - 48E - all 
Tps. 3 - 43E - all 
Tps. 4 - 48E - all 
Tps. 1 - 49E - all 
Tps. 2 - 49E - all 
Tps. 3 - 49E - all 
Tps. 4 - 49E - all 
Tps. 5 - 49E - all 
Tps. 6 - 49E - all 
Tps. 7 - 49E - all 
Tps. 8 - 49E 

Secs. 1-11, 14-23, 26-35 
Secs. 12, 13, 24, 25, 36, excl of that w/d by PLO 2568 

Tps. 9 - 49E 
Secs. 2-11, 14-23, 26-35 
Secs. 1, 12, 13, 24, 25, 36, excl of that w/d by PLO 2568 

Tps. 10 - 49E 
Secs. 2-11, 14-23, 26-35 
Secs. 1, 12, 13, 24, 25, 36, excl of that w/d by PLO 2568 

Tps. 11 - 49E 
Secs. 2-11, 14-23, 26-35 
Secs. 1, 12, 13, 24, 25, 36, excl of that w/d by PLO 2568 

Tps. 12 - 49E 
Secs. 2, 11, 14-23, 26-35 
Secs. 1, 12, 13, 24, 25, 36, excl of that w/d by PLO 2568 

Tps. 1 - 50E - all 
Tps. 2 - 50E - all 
Tps. 3 - 50E - all 
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Tps. 4 - 50E - all 
Tps. 5 - 50E - all 
Tps. 6 - 50E - all 
Tps. 7 - 50E - all 
Tps. 8 - 50E 

Secs. 1-6 
Secs. 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, excl 

Tps. 2 - 51E - ail 
Tps. 3 - 51E - ail 
Tps. 4 - 51E - ail 
Tps. 5 - 51E - ail 
Tps. 6 - 51E - ail 
Tps. 7 - 51E - ail 
Tps. 8 - SIE 

Secs.1-6 
Secs. 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, excl 

Tps. 3 - 51-1/2E - ail 
Tps. 4 - 51-1/2E - ail 
Tps. 3 - 52E - ail 
Tps. 4 - 52E - ail 
Tps. 5 - 52E - ail 
Tps. 6 - 52E - ail 
Tps. 7 - 52E - ail 
Tps. 8 - 52E 

Secs. 1-6 
Secs. 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, excl 

Tps. 3 - 53E - ail 
Tps. 4 - 53E - ail 
Tps. 5 - 53E - ail 
Tps. 6 - 53E - ail 
Tps. 7 - 53E - ail 
Tps. 8 - 53E 

Sec. 1-6 

of that w/d by PLO 2568 

of that w/d by PLO 2568 

of that w/d by PLO 2568 and 805 

Secs. 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, excl of that w/d by PLO 805 
Tps. 8 - 54E 

Secs. 4-9, 16-21, 28-33 
Tps. 4 - 54E 

Secs. 4-9, 16-21, 28-33 
Tps. 5 - 54E - all 
Tps. 6 - 54E - all 
Tps. 7 - 54E 

Sec. 1-34 
Secs. 35-36, excl of that w/d by PLO 1382 

Tps. 8 - 54E 
Secs. 3-6 
Secs. 2, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 35, 36, excl of that w/d by PLO's 805 and 1382 

Tps. 9 - 54E 
Secs. 1, 12, 13, 24, 25, 36 
Secs. 2, 11, 14, 23, 26, 35, excl of that w/d by PLO 805 

Tps. 10 - 54E 
Secs. 1, 12, 13, 24, 25, 36 
Secs. 2, 11, 14, 23, 26, 35, excl of that w/d by PLO 805 
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Tps. 14 - 57E - all 
Tps. 8 - 58E 
Tps. 9 - 58E 

10 Tps. 
Tps. 11 
Tps. 12 
Tps. 
Tps. 
Tps. 8 
Tps. 9 
Tps. 
Tps. 
Tps. 

13 
14 

10 
11 
12 

58E 
58E 
58E 
58E 
58E 

ail 
ail 

• ail 
■ ail 
• ail 
• ail 
• ail 

59E - ail 
59E - ail 

Tps. 13 - 

59E 
59E 
59E 
59E 

ail 
ail 
ail 
ail 
ali Tps. 14 - 59E - _ . 

Ips:,!S Soüt5» Range 54 East, Section 1, Nl/2, Section 2, Nl/2, Section 
3.NV2 and Section 4, NE1/4; Township 16 South, Range 55 East, Section 1, 
Nl/2, Section 2, Nl/2, Section 3, Nl/2, Section 4, Nl/2, Section 5, Nl/2 
and Section 6 Nl/2; Township 16 South, Range 55-1/2 East, Section 1, 
Nl/2 and Section 2, Nl/2 (PLO 4986 does not have an expiration date.) 

Township 16 South Range 56 East, Section 8, Tract 42C 

Township 5 South, Range 44 East, partly unsurveyed, Sections 1 and 2; 
Sections 10 to 16, Inclusive; Sections 20 to 36, Inclusive; 

Township 6 South, Range 44 East, unsurveyed; 
Township 7 South, Range 44 East, unsurveyed, Sections 1 to 5, inclusive; 

Sections 8 to 16, inclusive; Sections 22 to 26, inclusive, Sections 35 
and 36; 

Township 8 South, Range 44 East, unsurveyed, Section 1; 
Townships'5 to 7 South, Range 45 East, unsurveyed; 
Township 8 South, Range 45 East, unsurveyed, Sections 1 and 18, Inclusive; 

Sections 20 and 27, Inclusive; Sections 35 and 36; 
Townships 5 to 8 South, Range 46 East, unsurveyed; 
Township 9 South. Range 46 East, unsurveyed, Sections 1 to 6, inclusive; 

Sections 8 to 15, Inclusive; Sections 23 and 24; 
Townships 5 to 8 South, Range 47 East, unsurveyed; 
Township 9 South, Range 47 East, unsurveyed, Sections 1 to 30, Inclusive; 

Sections 33 and 36, Inclusive; 
Township 10 South, Range 47 East, Sections 1, 2, and 12; 
Townships 5 to 9 South, Range 48 East, unsurveyed; 
Township 10 South, Range 48 East, unsurveyed. Sections 1 and 17, Inclusive, 

Sections 21 and 26, Inclusive; Section 36. 

T15S, R57E 
Secs. 1 - 36 Inc. 

T16S, R57E 
Secs. 1 - 3^, Inc. 

T15S, R58E 
Secs. 1-36, Inc. 
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Ti 6$ R58E 
Secs. 1-7 Inc; NW1/4S1/2 Sec. 8; Wl/2 Sec. 16; Sec. 17-21 Inc; 
SW1/4 Sec. 22; Sec. 27-34, Inc. 

Tl 7C P CGC 

Sec. 1-4 Inc; NE1/4 Sec. 5; Sec. 9 (NE1/4); Nl/2, Nl/2 SW1/4, 
SEI/4 SW1/4, SE1/4, ail Sec. 10; Sec. 11 and 12, Inc; NW1/4 Sec. 13; 
Nl/2, NE1/4 SEI/4, SE1/4 of Sec. 14; NE1/4 NE1/4 Sec. 15. 

^NEÎ/fsK.Tsec^-lO and 15; El/2 Sec. 16; Nl/2. SE1/4 of Sec. 22. 

GRAND TOTAL FOR WITHDRAWAL - 2,945,725.57 ACRES 



APPENDIX B 

GLOSSARY 

Acre-foot - The amount of water necessary to cover one acre to a depth 
of one foot, equaling 43,560 cubic feet. 

Air-to Air - Relating to activities which occur solely in the air. 

Air-to-ground (surface) - Relating to those activities which originate 
in the air and terminate on the ground. 

Alluvium - Clay, silt, sand, and gravel or other rock material transported 
by flowing water and deposited in comparatively recent geologic 

■ . time. ■... . 

Alluvial fan - A low, outspread, relatively flat to gently sloping mass 
of loose rock material, shaped like an open fan, deposited 

* by a stream at the place where it issues from a canyon or 
wash onto a plain or valley. 

Animal-unit-month - Pounds of forage or feed required to sustain an 
animal unit (one cow or five sheep) for a period of 
30 days. 

Background zone - That portion of the visual landscape lying from the 
middleground limits out to infinity. Color and texture 
are subdued in these areas, which are primarily 
concerned with the two-dimensional shape of landform 
against the sky. 

Basin and range - A geographic area, including most of Nevada and portions 
of adjacent states, which is characterized by numerous 
paralleled mountain ranges and Intervening valleys. 

Biotite schist - A crystalline rock that can be readily split or cleaved 
because of having a foliated or parallel structure, 
generally secondary, and developed by shearing and 
recrystallization under pressure in which the biotite is 
a mica mineral containing silicates of iron, magnesium, 
potassium and aluminum. 

Caliche - A secondary deposit of calcareous material found a few feet 
below the present or former buried ground surface. 

Cenozoic - An era of geological history that extends from the beginning 
of the Tertiary period to the present time, or a period 
covering about 63,000,000 years. 

Colluvium - Loose and Incoherent deposits accumulated at the foot of a 
slope. 
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Cultural Resources - Objects, structures, sites, and districts that pertain 
to native peoples or other communities; they are generally 
classified as either historic or prehistoric (archaeologic). 

Curie - A quantity of radioactive material which undergoes 37 billion disin- 
tegrations per second. (For example, one gram of Co-60 is equal to 
1130 curies, one gram of Pu-239 is 0.061 curies, and one gram of 
Cs-137 is equal to 87 curies.) 

Dacite - An extrusive or shallow intrusive rock, sometimes partly glassy 
composed of a plagioclase and quartz, with biotite, hornblende 
or pyroxene. 

Dispersion - Pertains to the meteroíogical aspects which define how a 
substance; solid, liquid, or gas, is mixed in the atmosphere. 

Electronic Warfare - Use of equipment to detect and to defeat enemy radar 
systems. 

• 

Fault - A fracture or a zone of closely associated fractures along which 
rocks on one side have been displaced in a plane parallel to the 
fracture with respect to those on the other side. 

Foreground - That portion of the visual landscape lying generally from 
one-quarter to one mile beyond the viewer. 

Fugitive dust - Any dust particles which become airborne other than those 
being emitted by a stack or chimney. 

Granite - A course-grained igneous rock formed essentially of quartz and 
feldspar (orthoclase, microcline, plagioclase). 

Gneissia quartz monzonite - A laminated or foliated Igneous rock composed 
of plagioclase orthoclase and quartz together 
with hornblende and a little biotite. 

Ground water - That water in the natural environment which is below the 
ground surface; subsurface water as opposed to surface 
water. 

Ground zero “J" respect to nuclear explosions, that point on the surface 
which coincides with the center of the explosion. 

Hardpan - See caliche. 

Hydrophilous vegetation - Plants growing in water. 

Inert ordnance - Ordnance which does not contain explosives, except for 
the spotting charge that is employed to signal the aircrew 
on the accuracy of the drop. 
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Insolation - The rate of delivery of all direct solar energy per unit of 
horizontal surface. 

Interfluve - The district between adjacent streams flowing in the same 
direction. 

Isotope - Forms of the same element having identical chemical properties 
but differing in their atomic masses and their nuclear properties. 

i 

Live Ordnance - Ordnance filled with explosives. 

Megaton - One million tons; used to express the energy released in a 
nuclear explosion. 

Memorandum of Understanding - An agreement established between two or 
more parties identifying their respective 
responsibilities. 

Mesozoic - An era of geological history that extends from the Daleozoic 
to the Cenozoic era. Generally considered to be that time 
between 230 million and 63 million years B.C. 

Mixing height - The height above the surface through which relatively 
vigorous vertical mixing occurs. 

Microcurie - One millionth part of a curie. It represents the quantity 
of radioactive material that undergoes 2.22 million disin¬ 
tegrations per minute. See Curie. 

Middle ground - That portion of the visual landscape lying generally 
between the limits of the foreground (about one mile) 
to eight miles beyond the viewer. Overall patterns 
of vegetation and earthform constitute texture which 
is no longer distinguishable in human size features. 

Niche - A habitat supplying the factors necessary for the existence of 
an organism or species. 

Noble gas - Gaseous elements (helium, neon, argon, krypton, xenon, and 
radon) in the periodic table which chemically are relatively 
inert. Certain nuclear reactions result in the production of 
radioactive Isotopes of these gases. 

Paleontological - Pertains to the science dealing with the life of past 
geological periods as known from fossil remains. 

Perennial yield - The amount of groundwater which can be removed from 
a hydrographic area each year without depleting the 
groundwater reservoir. 
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Precambrlan - A Period of geological history prior to the Cambrian period 
of the Paleozoic era. A time period covering from the 
beginning of earth up to 600 million years B.C. 

Quaternary - A subelement of the Cenozoic era and covers a period of 
one million years B.C. to the present time. 

Radioactive - Exhibiting the property of spontaneously emitting particles 
(aTpha, beta, neutrons) or radiant energy (gamma,rays) by 
the disintegration of atomic nuclei. * J / y 

Rhyolitic - Pertains to a very acid volcanic rock that Is the lava form 
of granite. 

Riparian - Vegetation related to or living on the bank of a natural 
watercourse or lake. 

Scenario - The plot or staging of a war type exercise. 

Sortie - A landing and take-off of an aircraft. 

Subsidence crater - A depression formed at the surface of the ground 
by an underground nuclear explosion if the chimney 
collapse has progressed to the surface. 

Stability - A term relating the wind speed and insolation (incoming 
solar radiation) factors to determine dispersion 
characteristics of the atmosphere. 

Safe separation distance - The distance personnel must maintain from 
a radiation source to control exposure 
within an acceptable level. 

Tertiary - A period of geological time in the Cenozoic era which ranges 
from 63 million years to one million years B.C. 

Tuff - A compacted layered pyroclastic rock formed by the deposition of 
ash and dust expelled into the atmosphere from a volcanic vent. 

Venting - The prompt escape to the atmosphere of gases and solid 
residues from an underground explosion. 

Wild Weasel Aircraft - A specialized aircraft designed to counter, 
suppress, and destroy enemy threat systems. 

Withdrawal - Withholding an area of Federal land from settlement, sale, 
location, or entry, under some or all of the general land’ 
laws, for the purpose of limiting activities under those laws 
m order to maintain other public values in the area or 
reserving the area for a particular public purpose or program; 
or transferring jurisdiction over an area of Federal land from 
one department, bureau or agency to another department, bureau 
or agency. 
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APPENDIX D 

Excerpts from FLPMA and the Engle Act 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (PL 94-579). 

WITHDRAWALS 
t 

Sec. 204. (a) On and after the effective date of this Act the Secre¬ 
tary is authorized to make, modify, extend, or revoke withdrawals but 
only in accordance with the provisions and limitations of this section. 
The Secretary may delegate this withdrawal authority only to individuals 
in the Office of the Secretary who have been appointed by the President, 
by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

(b) (1) Within thirty days of receipt of an application for with¬ 
drawal, and whenever he proposes a withdrawal on his own motion, the 
Secretary shall publish a notice in the Federal Register stating that 
the application has been submitted for filing or the proposal has been 
made and the extent to which the land is to be segregated while the 
application is being considered by the Secretary. Upon publication 
of such notice the land shall be segregated from the operation of the 
public land laws to the extent specified in the notice. The segregative 
effect of the application shall terminate upon (a) rejection of the 
application by the Secretary, (b) withdrawal of lands by the Secretary, 
or (c) the expiration of two years from the date of the notice. 

(2) The publication provisions of this subsection are not applicable 
to withdrawals under subsection (e) hereof. 

(c) (1) On and after the dates of approval of this Act a withdrawal 
aggregating five thousand acres or more may be made (or such a withdrawal 
or any other withdrawal involving in the aggregate five thousand acres or 
more which terminates after such date of approval may be extended) only 
for a period of not more than twenty years by the Secretary on his own 
motion or upon request by a department or agency head. The Secretary 
shall notify both Houses of Congress of such a withdrawal no later than 
its effective date and the withdrawal shall terminate and become ineffec¬ 
tive at the end of ninety days (not counting days on which the Senate or 
the House of Representatives has adjourned for more than three consecut¬ 
ive days) beginning on the day notice of such withdrawal has been submitted 
to the Senate and the House of Representatives, if the Congress has 
adopted a concurrent resolution stating that such House does not approve 
the withdrawal. If the committee to which a resolution has been referred 
during the said ninety day period, has not reported it at the end of 
thirty calendar days after its referral, it shall be in order to either 
discharge the committee from further consideration of such resolution 
or to discharge the committee from consideration of such resolution with 
respect to the Presidential recommendation. A motion to discharge may be 
made only by an individual favoring the resolution, shall be highly 
privileged (except that it may not be made after the committee has 
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reported such a resolution), and debate thereon shall be limited to not 
more than one hour, to be divided equally between those favoring and 
those opposing the resolution. An amendment to the motion shall not be 
in order, and it shall not be in order to move to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion was agreed to or disagreed to. If the motion to 
discharge is agreed to or disagreed to, the motion may not be made with 
respect to any other resolution with respect to the same Presidential 
recommendation. When the comnittee has reprinted, or has been discharged 
from further consideration of a resolution, it shall at any time there¬ 
after be in order (even though a previous motion to the same effect has 
been disagreed to) to move to proceed to the consideration of the resol¬ 
ution. The motion shall be highly privileged and shall not be debatable. 
An amendment to the motion shall not be in order, and it shall not be 
in order to move to reconsider the vote by which the motion was agreed 
to or disagreed to. 

t 

(2) With the notices required by subsection (c)(1) of this section 
and within three months after filing the notice under subsection (e) of 
this section, the Secretary shall furnish to the committees - 

(1) a clear explanation of the proposed use of the land 
involved which led to the withdrawal; 

(2) an inventory and evaluation of the current natural 
resource uses and values of the site and adjacent public and non¬ 
public land and how it appears they will be affected by the prop¬ 
osed use, including particularly aspects of use that might cause 
degradation of the environment, and also the economic impact of 
the change in use on individuals, local communities, and the 
Nation; 

(3) an identification of present users of the land involved, 
and how they will be affected by the proposed use; 

(4) an analysis of the mariner in which existing and potential 
resource uses are incompatible with or in conflict with the proposed 
use, together with a statement of the provisions to be made for 
continuation or termination of existing uses, including an economic 
analysis of such continuation or termination; 

(5) an analysis of the manner in which such lands will be 
used in relation to the specific requirements for the proposed 
use; 

(6) A statement as to whether any suitable alternative sites 
are available (including cost estimates) for the proposed use or 
for uses such a withdrawal would displace; 

(7) a statement of the consultation which has been or will be 
had with other Federal departments and agencies, with regional, 
State, and local government bodies, and with other appropriate 
individuals and groups; 
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(8) a statement indicating the effect of the proposed 
uses, if any, on State and local government interests and the 
regional economy; 

(9) a statement of the expected length of time needed for 
the withdrawal; 

(10) the time and place of hearings and of other public 
involvement concerning such withdrawal; 

(11) the place where the records on the withdrawal can be 
examined by interested parties; and 

(12) a report prepared by a qualified mining engineer, 
engineering geologist, or geólogist which shall include but not 
be limited to information on: general geology, known mineral 
deposits, past and present mineral production, mining claims, 
mineral leases, evaluation of future mineral potential, present 
and potential market demands. 

The Act of Feb. 28. 1958 (PL 85-337), Known as the "Engle Act." 

Sec. 2. No public land, water, or land anà water area shall, except 
by Act of Congress hereafter be (1) withdrawn from settlement, location, 
sale, or entry for the use of the Department of Defense for defense 
purposes; (2) reserved for such use; or (3) restricted from operation 
of the mineral leasing provisions of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands 
Act (67 Stat. 462), if such withdrawal, reservation, or restriction 
would result in the withdrawal, reservation, or restriction of more 
than five thousand acres in the aggregate for any one defense project 
or facility of the Department of Denfense since the date of enactment 
of this Act or since the last previous Act of Congress which withdrew, 
reserved, or restricted public land, water, or land and water area for 
that project or facility, whichever is later. 

Section 3. Any application hereafter filed for a withdrawal, 
reservation, or restriction, the approval of which will, under section 2 
of this Act, require an Act of Congress, shall specify - 

(1) the name of the requesting agency and intended using 
agency; 

(2) location of the area Involved, to include a detailed 
description of the exterior boundaries and excepted areas, if 
any, within such proposed withdrawal, reservation, or restric¬ 
tion; 

(3) gross land and water acreage within the exterior bound¬ 
aries of the requested withdrawal, reservation, or restriction, 
and net public land, water, or public land and water acreage 
covered by the application; 
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(4) the purpose or purposes for which the area 1s proposed 
to be withdrawn, reserved, or restricted or 1f the purpose or 
purposes are classified for national serurity reasons, a state¬ 
ment to that effect; 

(5) whether the proposed use will result in contamination 
of any or all of the requested withdrawal, reservation, or 
restriction area and if so, whether such contamination will be 
permanent or temporary; 

i 

(6) the period during which the proposed withdrawal, reserv¬ 
ation, or restriction will continue in effect; 

(7) whether, and if so to what extent the proposed use will 
affect continuing full operation of the pubic land laws and Fed¬ 
eral regulations relating to conservation, utilization, and dev¬ 
elopment of mineral resources, timber and other material resources, 
water resources, and scenic, wilderness, and recreation and other 
values; and 

(8) if effecting the purpose for which the area is proposed 
to be withdrawn, reserved, or restricted, will involve the use of 
water in any State, whether, subject to existing rights under the 
law, the intended using agency has acquired, or proposes to acquire, 
rights to the use thereof in conformity with State laws and pro¬ 
cedures relating to the control, appropriation, use, and distribution 
of water. 
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